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Rules and Regulations 


Title 4—ACCOUNTS 


Chapter I—General Accounting Office 
SUBCHAPTER C—CLAIMS; GENERAL 


PART 33—DECEASED CIVILIAN OFFI- 
CERS AND EMPLOYEES; PROCE- 
DURES FOR SETTLEMENT OF AC- 
COUNTS 


PART 34—DECEASED MEMBERS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES AND THE NA- 
TIONAL GUARD; PROCEDURES FOR 
SETTLEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 


PART 36—INCOMPETENT PUBLIC 
CREDITORS; PROCEDURES FOR 
SETTLEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 


Miscellaneous Amendments 


Subchapter C is amended as follows: 
1. Section 33.1 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 33.1 Scope of part. 


(a) Accounts covered by this part. 
This part prescribes forms and proce- 
dures for the prompt settlement of ac- 
counts of deceased civilian officers and 
employees of the Federal Government 
and of the government of the District of 
Columbia (including wholly owned and 
mixed-ownership Government corpora- 
tions) , as contemplated by 5 U.S.C. 5581, 
5582, 5583. The term “deceased employ- 
ees” as used in this part includes former 
civilian officers and employees who die 
subsequent to separation from the em- 
ploying agency. 

(b) Exceptions. The procedures pre- 
scribed by this part do not apply to: 

(1) Accounts of deceased officers and 
employees of the Federal land banks, 
Federal intermediate credit banks, or re- 
gional banks for cooperatives (see 5 
U.S.C. 5581(1) ). 

(2) Payment of unpaid balance of sal- 
ary or other sums due deceased Senators 
or officers or employees of the Senate (see 
2 U.S.C. 36a; 5 U.S.C. 5581(1)). 


(3) Payment of unpaid balance of sal- ~ 


ary or other sums due deceased Members 
of the House of Representatives (see 2 
U.S.C. 38a). See § 33.6 for settlement of 
accounts of deceased officers and em- 
ployees of the House of Representatives. 


(Sec. 311, 42 Stat. 25, as amended; 31 U.S.C. 
52. Interpret or apply 5 U.S.C. 5583) 


2. Section 34.1 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 34.1 Scope of part. 


(a) This part prescribes forms and 
procedures for the prompt settlement of 
the accounts of: 

(1) Deceased members of the Armed 
Forces (including deceased commissioned 
officers of the Public Health Service and 


the Environmental Science Services Ad- 
ministration) pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2771. 

(2) Deceased members of the National 
Guard pursuant to 32 U.S.C. 714. 

(b) A designation of beneficiary under 
10 U.S.C. 2771 or 32 U.S.C. 714, properly 
executed and filed in the place designated 
for such purpose in the regulations of the 
department concerned, will be effective 
thereafter until (1) expressly changed or 
revoked in writing or (2) the serviceman 
transfers to a different branch of the 
military service or (3) returns to the 
same or a different branch after a break 
in service. 

(c) The term “deceased members” as 
used in the part includes former mem- 
bers who die subsequent to discharge or 
separation from the service. 

(d) The payment provisions of 10 
U.S.C. 2771 and 32 U.S.C. 714 are effec- 
tive only when the member’s death oc- 
curs on or after January 1, 1956. Claims 
relating to the accounts of members 
dying before such date are for considera- 
tion by the Claims Division of the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office. 

(e) The term “pay and allowances” 

when used in this part includes any 
amount due a decedent from the service 
of which he was a member, exclusive of 
amounts payable administratively pur- 
suant to other specific authority. 
(Sec. 311, 42 Stat. 25, as amended; 31 U.S.C. 
52. Interpret or apply 10 U.S.C. 2771; 32 U.S.C. 
714; sec. 3, 770A Stat. 619, as amended, 33 
US.C. 857a; and sec. 4, 70A Stat. 619, as 
amended, 42 U.S.C. 213a) 


3. Section 34.7 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 34.7 Applicability of general claim 
procedures. 


When not in conflict with this part, 

the provisions of Part 31 of this Title, 
relating to procedures applicable to 
claims generally, are also applicable to 
the settlement of accounts of deceased 
members. 
(Sec. 311, 42 Stat. 25, as amended; 31 U.S.C. 
52. Interpret or apply 10 U.S.C. 2771; 32 U.S.C. 
714; sec. 3, 70A Stat. 619, as amended; 33 
U.S.C. 857a; and sec. 4, 70A Stat. 619, as 
amended; 42 U.S.C. 213a) 


4. Section 36.2 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 36.2 Where claims should be filed. 


Claims for amounts due incompetent 
public creditors will be filed initially with 
the Government agency out of whose 
activities they arise. 


(Sec. 311, 42 Stat. 25; 31 U.S.C. 52. Interpret 
or apply sec. 305, 42 Stat. 24; 31 U.S.C. 71) 


[SEAL] ELMER B. STAATs, 
Comptroller General 
of the United States. 


[FP.R. Doc. 68-738; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 


Title S—ADMINISTRATIVE 
PERSONNEL 


Chapter I—Civil Service Commission 


PART 532—PAY UNDER PREVAILING 
RATE SYSTEMS 


Chapter I is amended by adding a new 
Part 532, “Pay Under Prevailing Rate 
Systems”, to include a new Subpart G, 
“Appeals”, to supply the regulations 
necessary to implement 5 U.S.C. 5345, 
as added by Public Law 90-206, provid- 
ing position classification appeals for 
employees in trades, crafts, and laborer 
occupations. The new regulations, which 
are effective January 15, 1968, read as 
follows: 

Subparts A—F— [Reserved] 
Subpart G—Appeals 
Sec. 
532.701 Applicability. 
532.702 Agency responsibility. 
532.703 Appeal to the Commission. 


AvuTHoriTy: The provisions of this Part 
532 issued under 5 U.S.C. 5345. 


Subparts A—F—[Reserved] 
Subpart G—Appeals 
§ 532.701 Applicability. 


This subpart applies to an employee 
in a trades, crafts, or labor occupation 
who is subject to section 534l(a) of 
Title 5, United States Code (referred to 
in this subpart as an employee) and to 
an agency in which such an employee is 
employed. 


§ 532.702 Agency responsibility. 


(a) Each agency shall establish a 
system for processing an application by 
an employee for a review of the correct- 
ness of the classification of his position 
(referred to in this subpart as an appli- 
cation), including the title or series when 
appropriate. 

(b) In establishing the system re- 
quired by this section, an agency, as a 
minimum, shall provide that: 

(1) The provisions of the system shall 
be published and its employees shall be 
informed where a published copy is avail- 
able for review. 

(2) An application shall be in writing 
and contain the reasons the employee 
believes his position is erroneously 
classified. 

(3) An application may be filed at any 
time. However, when an application in- 
volves a downgrading or other classifi- 
cation action which resulted in a reduc- 
tion in grade or level of pay, in order 
to be entitled to retroactive corrective 
action the application must be filed: 

(i) Within the time limits of and as an 
appeal under the agency appeals system 
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established under Part 771 of this 
chapter; or 

(ii) If the employee is not covered by 
Part 771, within 15 calendar days of the 
effective date of the downgrading or 
other classification action. 

(4) An employee may select a repre- 
sentative of his own choosing and the 
employee (and his representative when 
the representative is also employed by 
the agency) shall be granted a reason- 
able time in presenting his application, 
and shall be assured freedom from re- 
straint, interference, coercion, or re- 
prisal in presenting his application. An 
employee’s representative does not have 
a right to be present during a desk audit 
conducted by the Commission. 

(5) The application shall be processed 
and decided promptly, with a provision 
that when a decision has not been issued 
within 60 days of the date the employee 
filed the application, he may request the 
next higher level in the agency with 
classification authority to assume juris- 
diction of his application and the next 
higher level will promptly process and 
decide it. 

(6) An employee shall promptly fur- 
nish such facts as may be requested by 
the agency. 

(7) An application shall be canceled 
and the employee so notified in the fol- 
lowing circumstances: 

(i) On receipt of a written request by 
an employee; 

(ii) On failure to prosecute when an 
employee does not furnish requested in- 
formation and duly proceed with the 
advancement of his application; how- 
ever, instead of cancellation for failure 
to prosecute, the application may be ad- 
judicated if the information is sufficient 
for that purpose; or 

(iii) On notice that an employee has 
left the position, except when he would 
be entitled to retroactive benefits in- 
cluding benefits allowable after the 
death of an employee. 

(8) No more than one level of review 
may be established within an agency be- 
fore a final decision may be issued, and 
that level of review, when possible, must 
be above the level of classification au- 
thority which classified the position. 


(9) When an employee not subject to 
Part 771 of this chapter requests a re- 
view of a downgrading or other classifi- 
cation action that resulted in a reduction 
of compensation and the decision of an 
agency reverses in whole or in part the 
downgrading or other classification ac- 
tion, the effective date of that decision 
shall be retroactive to the effective date 
of the action being reviewed when the 
initial application to the agency was sub- 
mitted not later than 15 calendar days 
after the effective date of the action 
taken as a result of the classification de- 
cision. However, when the agency deci- 
sion raises the grade or level of the posi- 
tion above its grade or level immediately 
preceding the downgrading, retroactivity 
will apply only to the extent of restora- 
tion to the grade or level immediately 
preceding the downgrading. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS 


(10) The right of a retroactive effec- 
tive date is preserved when an agency 
finds that an employee was not notified 
of the applicable time limit for review 
and was not otherwise aware of the 
limit, or that circumstances beyond his 
control prevented him from filing his 
application within the prescribed time 
limit. 

(11) The effective date of a change in 
the classification of a position shall be 
specified in the agency decision and, un- 
less otherwise required by this subpart, 
may not be earlier than the date of the 
decision but in no case may it be later 
than the beginning of the first pay pe- 
riod which begins after the 60th day from 
the date the application was filed. How- 
ever, when the agency decision will re- 
sult in a downgrading or other classifi- 
cation action that will reduce the com- 
pensation of the incumbent of the posi- 
tion, the effective date may not be earlier 
than the time required to effect the deci- 
sion in accordance with procedures re- 
quired by applicable law and regulation. 

(12) When an application has been 
properly filed before the death of an 
employee and a favorable decision would 
entitle the employee to retroactive cor- 
rective action, it shall be processed to 
completion after his death and any 
appropriate corrective action made by 
amendment of the records of the agency. 

(13) The decision on an application 
shall (i) be_based on the record, (ii) be 
in writing, (iii) inform the employee 
either in the decision or as an attach- 
ment to the decision of the reasons for 
the decision, including an analysis of 
the classification of the position (i-e., a 
comparison of the position with the 
standard appropriate to the position), 
and (iv) inform the employee of his 
right to appeal the decision to the Com- 
mission and of the time limits within 
which the appeal must be filed. 

(c) The agency is responsible for com- 
piling and maintainin=® a classification 
review file which shall constitute the 
record and which shall not contain any 
document or information which the em- 
ployee has not been given an opportunity 
to review. 

§ 532.703 Appeal to the Commission. 


(a) An employee may appeal the 
classification of his position to the Bu- 
reau of Inspections of the Commission 
only (1) after the agency has issued a 
decision under the system established 
under §$ 532.702, and (2) if he files 
the appeal with the Commission within 
15 calendar days after receipt of the de- 
cision of the agency. The Commission 
may extend this time limit on a showing 
by the employee that he was not notified 
of the applicable time limit and was not 
otherwise aware of the limit, or that 
circumstances beyond his control pre- 
vented him from filing an appeal within 
the prescribed time limit. 

(b) An employee shall make his ap- 
peal in writing and shall identify spe- 
cifically the portions of the decision or 
classification analysis of the agency with 
which he disagrees. 
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(c) The Commission shall base its de- 
cision on the record established in the 
agency, except that when the Commis- 
sion investigates or audits the position 
it may take the results of the investiga- 
tion or audit into consideration. 

(d) The Commission’ shall notify the 
employee and the agency in writing of its 
decision. 

(e) The appeal of an employee shall 
be canceled and the employee so notified 
in the following circumstances: 

(1) On receipt of his written request; 

(2) On failure to prosecute, when the 
employee does not furnish requested in- 
formation and duly proceed with the 
advancement of his appeal; however, in- 
stead of cancellation for failure to prose- 
cute, an appeal may be adjudicated if the 
information is sufficient for that purpose. 
The Commission may reopen a canceled 
appeal on a showing that circumstances 
beyond the control of the employee pre- 
vented him from prosecuting the appeal, 
or 

(3) On notice that the employee has 
left the position, except when he would 
be entitled to the retroactive benefits, 
including benefits allowable after the 
death of an appellant. 

(f) An appeal decision made by the 
Commission is final. There is no further 
right to appeal. The appeal decision con- 
stitutes a certificate which is mandatory 
and binding on all administrative, cer- 
tifying, payroll, disbursing, and account- 
ing officers of the Government. 

(g) The Commissioners may, in their 
discretion, when in their judgment such 
action appears warranted by the cir- 
cumstances, reopen and reconsider any 
previous decision. 


UNITED STATES CIvIL SERV- 
IcE COMMISSION, 
JaMEs C. Spry, 
Executive Assistant to 
the Commissioners. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-790; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:49 a.m.] 


Title 7—AGRICULTURE 


Chapter Vil—Agricultural Stabiliza- 
tion and Conservation Service (Agri- 
cultural Adjustment), Department of 
Agriculture 

SUBCHAPTER D—PROVISIONS COMMON TO 
MORE THAN ONE PROGRAM 
[Amdat. 4] 


PART 792—-CONSERVING BASE AND 
DESIGNATED DIVERTED ACREAGE 


Feed Grain, Upland Cotton, Wheat 
Diversion, and Wheat Certificate 
Programs; Approved Conservation 
Uses 


Section 792.3 of the regulations gov- 
erning conserving base and designated 
diverted acreage, 31 F.R. 5873, as 
amended, is further amended by chang- 
ing subparagraph (4) of paragraph (b) 
to read as follows: 


[SEAL] 


19, 1968 





at 
te 
on 


V- 
ed 


g- 
b) 


§ 792.3 Designation, use, and care of 
diverted acreage under the feed grain, 
upland cotton, wheat diversion, and 
wheat certificate programs; approved 
conservation uses. 


(b) Cropland not eligible for designa- 
a ° ** 

(4) Land which the county commit- 
tee determines the producer reasonably 
could not expect to use in the absence 
of the program for the production of the 
crop being diverted because of (i) the 
physical condition of the land, (ii) a 
restriction in the lease or operating 
agreement prohibiting the production of 
such crop on the land, or (iii) any other 
reason; 

> > . > > 
(Titles III, IV, and V of the Food and Agri- 
culture Act of 1965, 79 Stat. 1187) 


Effective date: Upon publication in 
the FEDERAL REGISTER. 


Signed at Washington, D.C., on Jan- 
uary 15, 1968. 
H. D. Goprrey, 
Administrator, Argicultural 
Stabilization and Conser- 
vation Service. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-736; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 





Chapter |IX—Consumer and Market- 
ing Service (Marketing Agreements 
and Orders; Fruits, Vegetables, 
Nuts), Department of Agriculture 


PART 946—IRISH POTATOES GROWN 
IN WASHINGTON 


Expenses and Rate of Assessment; 
Correction 


The publication titled “Expenses and 
Rate of Assessment,” § 946.219, published 
in the FEDERAL REGISTER December 22, 
1967 (32 F.R. 20702), is hereby corrected 
to change the section number to read: 


§ 946.220 Expenses and rate of assess- 
ment. 


Dated: January 15, 1968. 


Pau A. NICHOLSON, 
Deputy Director, Fruit and 
Vegetable Division, Consumer 
and Marketing Service. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-770; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:49 a.m.] 





PART 948—IRISH POTATOES GROWN 
IN COLORADO 


Approval of Changes in Fiscal Period 
and Expenses and Rate of Assess- 
ment for Area No. 1 


Notice of rule making regarding pro- 
posed changes in the fiscal period and 
the expenses and rate of assessment for 
Area No. 1 (Western Slope), to be effec- 
tive under Marketing Agreement No. 97 
and Order No. 948 (7 CFR Part 948), 
both as amended, was published in the 
December 12, 1967, issue of the FrepERAL 
REGISTER (32 F.R. 17671). 


RULES AND REGULATIONS 


The notice afforded interested persons 
an opportunity to submit written data, 
views, or arguments pertaining thereto 
not later than 30 days following pub- 
lication in the FEepERAL REGISTER. None 
was received. 

After consideration of all relevant 
matters, including the proposals set forth 
in the aforesaid notice which were rec- 
ommended by the Area Committee for 
Area No. 1, the following changes are 
hereby approved: 

A. For Area No. 1, the fiscal period 
for 1967-68 which began June 1, 1967, is 
amended to end June 30, 1968, both dates 
inclusive. 

B. Change the ending date of the fiscal 
period appearing in § 948.256(a) to read 
“June 30, 1968.” 

C. Amend § 948.103 to read as follows: 


§ 948.103 Fiscal period. 


(a) The fiscal periods for Area No. 
3 shall begin June 1 of each year and 
end May 31 of the following year, both 
dates inclusive. 

(b) The fiscal periods for Area No. 1 
and Area No. 2 shall begin July 1 and 
end June 30 of the following year, both 
dates inclusive. 


It is hereby found that good cause 
exists for not postponing the effective 
date of these changes beyond the date of 
publication in the FeperaL REGISTER (5 
U.S.C. 553) in that (1) it is necessary 
to make these changes effective at the 
earliest possible date in order to facilitate 
operations under the marketing agree- 
ment and order, (2) no changes in either 
the assessment rate or the approved ex- 
penses for the fiscal period affected were 
necessary, and (3) notice hereof has k2en 
given by publication in the FepEeraL Rec- 
ISTER Of December 12, 1967 (32 FR. 
17671). 


(Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as amended; 7 U.S.C. 
601 et seq.) 


Effective date: Dated January 15, 
1968, to become effective upon publi- 
cation in the FEDERAL REGISTER. 


Paul A. NICHOLSON, 
Deputy Director, Fruit and 
Vegetable Division, Consumer 
and Marketing Service. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-771; Filed, Jan. 18,- 1968; 
8:49 a.m.] 


Title 15—COMMERCE AND 
FOREIGN TRADE 


Chapter Ill—Bureau of International 
Commerce, Department of Com- 
merce 


SUBCHAPTER B—EXPORT REGULATIONS 
[10 Gen. Rev. of Export Regs., Amdt. 43] 
PART 370—SCOPE OF EXPORT CON- 
TROL BY DEPARTMENT OF COM- 

MERCE 
Definition of Collector of Customs 


Section 370.1(k) (2) is hereby amended 
by adding a sentence reading as follows: 


687 


“For use of this term generally in this 
subchapter, see 19 CFR 1.1(d).” 

(Sec. 3, 63 Stat. 7; 50 U.S.C. App. 2023; E.O. 
10945, 26 F.R. 4487, 3 CFR 1959-63 Comp.; 


E.O. 11038, 27 F.R. 7003, 3 CFR 1959-63 
Comp.) 


Effective date: January 15, 1968. 


RAvER H. MEYER, 
Director, Office of Export Control. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-739; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 





[10 Gen. Rev. Export Regs., Amdt. 44] 


PART 373—LICENSING POLICIES AND 
RELATED SPECIAL PROVISIONS 


Nickel Oxide, Etc. 


Part 373 of the Code of Federal Reg- 
ulations is amended as set forth below. 
(Sec. 3, 63 Stat. 7; 50 U.S.C. App. 2023; E.O. 
10945, 26 F.R. 4487, 3 CFR 1959-63 Comp.; 


E.O. 11038, 27 F.R. 7003, 3 CFR 1959-63 
Comp.) 


Effective date: January 15, 1968. 


RAveER H. MEYER, 
Director, Office of Export Control. 


1. Section 373.38 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 373.38 Nickel oxide and nickel sulfate. 


Nickel oxide, Export Control Commod- 
ity No. 51369, is subject to the provisions 
set forth in §§ 373.18 and 373.39. Nickel 
sulfate, Export Control Commodity No. 
51470, is subject to the provisions set 
forth in § 373.18. 


Norte: See § 373.20(b) for special provisions 
covering other nickel commodities. 


2. Section 373.39(a) is revised to read 
as follows: 


§ 373.39 Commodities supplied from 
national stockpile. 
(a) Scope. The following commodities 
are subject to the provisions of this 
§ 373.39: 


Export Control Commodity Number and 
Commodity Description 

51369 Nickel oxide. 

67160 Ferronickel containing 90 percent or 


less nickel. 

68310 Nickel based magnetic materials, un- 
wrought. 

68310 Other nickel or nickel alloys, un- 
wrought. 

” * > 7 » 
[P-R. Doc. 68-740; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 


Title 31—MONEY AND 
FINANCE: TREASURY 


Chapter V—Office of Foreign Assets 
Control, Department of the Treasury 
PART 500—FOREIGN ASSETS 
CONTROL REGULATIONS 
Issuance of Import Licenses Based 
on Physical Examination 
Section 500.204, item (105), appendix, 


is being amended to add to the list of 
commodities set forth therein: 1. Cam- 
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phor, synthetic, racemic only; and 

2. Furskins, weasel, from Japan. As 

amended, item 105 reads as follows: 
(105) Physical Examination. The Office of 

Foreign Assets Control is satisfied that cer- 

tain types of merchandise subject to 

§ 500.204 can be reliably determined by physi- 

cal examination not to be of Communist 

Chinese, North Korean, or North Vietnamese 

origin. Licenses to import these types of 

merchandise are issued subject to physical 

examination at the time of entry. Exam- 

ples are: 

Bristles, hog, not dyed, from Japan and Iran. 

Camel hair from Outer Mongolia. 

Camphor, synthetic, racemic only. 

Cashmere. 

Cassia from Indonesia and Sabah, Malaysia. 

Chinaware from Eastern Europe and the 
U.S.S.R. 

Earthenware from Eastern Europe and the 
U.S.S.R. 

Embroidered articles, peasant-type, 
Eastern Europe and the U.S.S.R. 

Furskins, weasel, from Japan. 

Hair, human, from India, Iran, and Pakistan. 

Rugs, grass, from Spain and Portugal. 

Straw manufactures from Eastern Europe 
and the U.S.S.R. 

Wood articles from Eastern Europe and the 
U.S.S.R. 


[SEAL] MARGARET W. SCHWARTZ, 
Director, 
Office of Foreign Assets Control. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-762; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:48 a.m.] 


Title 14—AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE 


Chapter I—Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration, Department of Trars- 
portation 

SUBCHAPTER E—AIRSPACE 
[Airspace Docket No. 67-EA-104] 


PART 71—DESIGNATION OF FEDERAL 
AIRWAYS, CONTROLLED AIRSPACE, 
AND REPORTING POINTS 


Alteration of Control Zone 


On page 15546 of the FepERAL REGISTER 
for November 8, 1967, the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration published proposed 
regulations which would alter the Mill- 
ville, N.J., control zone. 

Interested parties were given 30 days 
after publication in which to submit 
written data or views. No objections to 
the proposed regulations have been 
received. 

In view of the foregoing, the proposed 
regulations are hereby adopted effective 
0001 e.s.t., February 29, 1968. 

(Sec. 307(a), Federal Aviation Act of 1958; 
72 Stat. 749; 49 U.S.C. 1348) 


Issued in Jamaica, N.Y., on January 2, 
1968. 


from 


GEORGE M. Gary, 
Director. 


1. Amend § 71.171 of Part 71 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations so as to 
delete in the description of the Millville, 
N.J., control zone all after the words 
“Millville, N.J.” 

[F.R. Doc. 68-724; Filed, Jan. 
8:45 a.m.] 


18, 1968; 


RULES AND REGULATIONS 


[Airspace Docket No. 67-EA-88] 


PART 71—DESIGNATION OF FEDERAL 
AIRWAYS, CONTROLLED AIRSPACE, 
AND REPORTING POINTS 


Alteration of Control Zone and 
Transition Area 


On page 15117 of the FepERAL REGISTER 
for November 1, 1967, the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration published proposed 
regulations which would alter the 
Presque Isle, Maine control zone and 
transition area. 

Interested parties were given 30 days 
after publication in which to submit 
written data or views. No objections to 
the proposed regulations have been 
received. 

In view of the foregoing, the proposed 
regulations are hereby adopted effective 
0001 e.s.t. February 29, 1968. 

(Sec. 807(a), Federal Aviation Act of 1958; 
72 Stat. 749; 49 U.S.C. 1348) 


Issued in Jamaica, N.Y., on January 2, 
1968. 
GEORGE M. Gary, 
Director. 


1. Amend § 71.171 of Part 71 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations by deleting 
in the description of the Presque Isle, 
Maine control zone “VOR 159°” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “VORTAC 158°”; 
delete “to the VOR; and” and insert in 
lieu thereof “to the VORTAC;”; delete 
the phrase, “RBN 169° bearing extend- 
ing from the 5-mile radius zone to 7 miles 
south of the RBN,” and insert in lieu 
thereof “RBN 167° bearing extending 
from the 5-mile radius zone to 7 miles 
south of the RBN; and within 2 miles 
each side of the Presque Isle VORTAC 
160° radial extending from the 5-mile 
radius zone to 14 miles south of the 
VORTAC.” 

2. Amend § 71.181 of Part 71 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations by deleting 
in the Presque Isle, Maine, transition 
area “VOR 339°” and insert in lieu there- 
of “VORTAC 338°’’, delete “north of the 
VOR;;” and insert in lieu thereof “north 
of the VORTAC;” delete “RBN 169°” and 
insert in lieu thereof “RBN 167°”, fol- 
lowing the words “south of the RBN;” 
add “within 2 miles each side of the 
Presque Isle VORTAC 160° radial ex- 
tending from the 8-mile radius area to 
21 miles south of the VORTAC;”. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-725; Filed, 18, 
8:45 a.m.] 


Jan. 1968; 


[Airspace Docket No. 67—EA-85] 


PART 71—DESIGNATION OF FEDERAL 
AIRWAYS, CONTROLLED AIRSPACE 
AND REPORTING POINTS 


Designation of Transition Area 


On page 15120 of the FEDERAL REGIs- 
ter for November 1, 1967, the Federal 
Aviation Administration published a 
proposed regulation which would desig- 
nate a 700--foot floor transition area over 
Haverhill Airport, Haverhill, Mass. 

Interested parties were given 30 days 
after publication in which to submit 
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written data or views. No objections to 
the proposed regulations have been re- 
ceived. 

In view of the foregoing, the proposed 
regulations are hereby adopted 0001 e:s.t. 
February 29, 1968. 


(Sec. 307(a), Federal Aviation Act of 1958: 
72 Stat. 749; 49 U.S.C. 1348) 


Issued in Jamaica, N.Y., on January 2, 
1968. 
GEORGE M. Gary, 
Director. 


Amend § 71.181 of Part 71 of the Fed- 
eral Aviation Regulations so as to desig- 
nate a 700 foot floor Haverhill, Mass.., 
transition area described as follows: 


HAVERHILL, MAss. 


That airspace extending upward from 700 
feet above the surface within a 5-mile radius 
of the center, 42°48’05’’ N., 71°03'45"’ W., 
of Haverhill Airport, Haverhill, Mass.; and 
within 2 miles each side of the Runway 33 
centerline extended from the 5-mile radius 
area to 6 miles northwest of the end of the 
runway, excluding the portion which coin- 
cides with the Boston, Mass., transition area. 
This transition area shall be effective from 
sunrise to sunset, daily. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-726; Filed, Jan. 
8:45 a.m.] 


18, 1968; 


[Airspace Docket No. 67—-EA-87] 


PART 71—DESIGNATION OF FEDERAL 
AIRWAYS, CONTROLLED AIRSPACE 
AND REPORTING POINTS 


Designation of Transition Area 


On page 15120 of the FepERAL REGISTER 
for November 1, 1967, the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration published proposed 
regulations which would designate a 700- 
foot floor transition area over Plum 
Island Airport, Newburyport, Mass. 

Interested parties were given 30 days 
after publication in which to submit 
written data or views. No objections to 
the proposed regulations have been 
received. 

In view of the foregoing, the proposed 
regulations are hereby adopted effective 
0001 e.s.t., February 29, 1968. 

(Sec. 307(a), Federal Aviation Act of 1958; 
72 Stat, 749; 49 U.S.C. 1348) 


Issued in Jamaica, N.Y., on January 2, 
1968. 
GEORGE M. Gary, 
Director. 


Amend § 71.181 of Part 71 of the Fed- 
eral Aviation Regulations so as to desig- 
nate a 700-foot floor Newburyport, Mass., 
transition area described as follows: 


NEWBURYPORT, MASs. 


That airspace extending upward from 7C0 
feet above the surface within a 5-mile radius 
of the center (42°47'45’’ N., 70°50’25’’ W.) 
of Plum Island Airport, Newburyport, Mass.; 
and within 2 miles eech side of the Runway 
33 centerline extended from the 5-mile 
radius area to 6 miles northwest of the end 
of the runway, excluding the portion which 
coincides with the Boston, Mass., transition 
area. This transition area shall be effective 
from sunrise to sunset, daily. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-727; Filed, Jan. 
8:46 a.m.] 


18, 1968; 


19, 1968 





RULES AND REGULATIONS 


Chapter I—Federal Aviation Administration, Department of Transportation 
SUBCHAPTER F—AIR TRAFFIC AND GENERAL OPERATING RULES 
[Reg. Docket No. 8620; Amdt. 576] 


PART 97—STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURES 


Miscellaneous Amendments 


The amendments to the standard instrument approach procedures contained herein are adopted to become effective when 
indicated in order to promote safety. The amended procedures supersede the existing procedures of the same classification 
now in effect for the airports specified therein. For the convenience of the users, the complete procedure is republished in this 
amendment indicating the changes to the existing procedures. 

As a situation exists which demands immediate action in the interests of safety in air commerce, I find that compliance 
with the notice and procedure provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act is impracticable and that good cause exists for 
making this amendment effective within less than 30 days from publication. 

In view of the foregoing and pursuant to the authority delegated to me by the Administrator (24 F.R. 5662), Part 97 (14 
CFR Part 97) is amended as follows: 


1. By amending the following automatic direction finding procedures prescribed in § 97.11(b) to read: 
ADF STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE 


Bearings, headings, courses and radials are magnetic. Elevations and altitudes are in feet MSL, Ceilings are in feet above airport elevation. Distances are in naut 
miles unless otherwise indicated, except visibilities which are in statute miles. 

Ifan instrument approach procedure of the above type is conducted at the below named airport, it shall be in accordance with the following instrument approach proce du 
unless an approach is conducted in accordance with a different procedure for such airport authorized by the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. Initial appro 
shall be made over specified routes, Minimum altitudes shall correspond with those established for en route operation in the particular area or as set forth below. 





Transition | Ceiling and visibility minimums 


2-engine or less More than 
2-engine, 
more than 
65 knots 


Minimum 
altitude Condition 
(feet) 65 knots | More than 
or less 65 knots 


Course and 
distance 


PROCEDURE CANCELED, EFFEC TIVE 1 FEB, 1968, OR UPON DECOMMISSIONING OF FACILITY AND COMMISSIONING OF “BE LOM” FACILITY 
OF BENTON HARBOR “ILS.” 


City, Benton Harbor; State, Mich.; Airport name, Ross Field; Elev., 642’; Fac. Class., MHW; Ident., BEH; Procedure No. 1, Amdt. 2; Eff. date, 10 Dec. 66; Sup. Amdt 
No. 1; Dated, 24 Oct. 64 





PROCEDURE CANCELED, EFFECTIVE 1 FEB. 1968, OR UPON DECOMMISSIONING OF FACILITY AND COMMISSIONING OF “BE LOM” FACILITY 
OF BENTON HARBOR “ILS.” 


City, Benton Harbor; State, Mich.; Airport name, Ross Field; Elev., 642’; Fac. Class. MHW; Ident., BEH; Procedure No. 2, Amdt. 2; Eff. date, 10 Dee. 66; Sup. Amd 
No. 1; Dated, ‘14 Nov. 64 


| 
ELX VOR ies isikipiicncrecnedniea ah a — Sahl dattaian ; Direct 2300 | T-dn_. 
Sen VOU....-.. ‘ ius ose] BAe ; ‘int Direct... 2300 | C-dn*. is 
S-dn-27*_- 


| ; 
| BP ccctnndwni 


“‘Penapdene turn N side of crs, 090° Outbnd, 270° Inbnd, 2300’ within 10 miles of LOM. 

Minimum altitude over facility on final approach ers, 2300’. 

Crs and distance, facility to airport, 270°—4.8 miles. 

If visual contact not established upon descent to authorized landing minimums or if landing not accomplished within 4.8 miles of LOM, climb to 2300’ on ers of 270 
left and return to LOM. 

*These minimums apply at all times for air carriers with approved weather reporting service. Use South Bend altimeter setting when control zone not effective. Circling 
straight-in minimums are raised 100’ and alternate minimums not authorized when control zone not effective. 

MSA within 25 miles of facillty: 000°-360°—2100’. 


City, Benton Harbor; State, Mich.; Airport name, Ross Field; a 642’; Fac. Class., LOM; Ident., BE; Procedure No. NDB(ADF) Runway 27, Amdt. Orig.; Eff 
1 Feb. 68 or upon commissioning of facility. 





PROCEDURE CANCELED, EFFECTIVE 3 FEB. 1968. 


City, Cherokee Village; State, Ark.; Airport name, Cherokee Village; Elev., 700’; Fac. Class., MHW; Ident., CVK; Procedure No. NDB(ADF) Runway 4, Amdt. Orig 
date, 8 July 67 or upon commissioning of facility. 


| Tan... 
ae 


Procedure turn W side of ers, 170° Outbnd, 350° Inbnd, 2000’ within 10 miles. 

Minimum altitude over facility on final approach crs, 742’. 

Facility on airport. 

If visual contact not established upon descent to authorized landing minimums or if landing not accomplished after passing Manila NDB, climb to 2000’ left turn heading 
170°; hold S of Manila NDB on bearing 170°-350° Inbnd, 1-minute left turns. 

Norte: Use Blytheville AFB, Ark., altimeter etting. : 

MSA within 25 miles of facility: 000°-360°—2000’ 


City, Manila; State, Ark.; Airport name, Manila Municipal; Elev., 242’; Fac. Chm, -_ Ident., MXA; Procedure No. NDB(ADF) Runway 35, Amdt. Orig.; Eff. date, 
1 Feb. 
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2. By amending the following very high frequency omnirange (VOR) procedures prescribed in § 97.11(c) to read: 
VOR STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE 


Bearings, headings, courses and radials are magnetic. Elevations and altitudes are in feet MSL, Ceilings are in feet above airport elevation. Distances are in nautical 
miles unless otherwise indicated, except visibilities which are in statute miles. 

If an instrument approach procedure of the above type is conducted at the below named airport, it shall be in accordance with the following instrument approach procedure, 
unless an approach is conducted in accordance with a different procedure for such airport authorized by the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. Initial approaches 
shall be made over specified routes, Minimum altitudes shall correspond with those established for en route operation in the particular area or as set forth below. 


Transition Ceiling and visibility minimums 


2-engine or less 
‘ More than 
Course and Minimum 


, altitude Condition engine, 
distance (feet) More than | ™0re than 
65 knots 65 knots 


| | 
Salem VOR_. . Dixboro Int (final) -_- fatdina dee wha es 300-1 | 
600-1 
| 600-1 
| Acdn....-2-2--- J NA 


Radar available 

Procedure turn W side of ers, 033° Outbnd, 213° Inbnd, 2500’ within 10 miles of Dixboro Int. 

Minimum altitude over Dixboro Int on final approach crs, 2500’. 

Crs and distance, Dixboro Int to airport, 213°—4.7 miles. 

If visual contact not established upon descent to authorized landing minimums or if landing not accomplished within 4.7 miles after passing Dixboro Int, make climbing 
left turn to 2500’ and proceed to SVM VOR. 

Notes: (1) Use Willow Run altimeter setting. (2) Dual VOR receivers or DME required. 

*CAUTION: Trees to 875’ MSL \% mile from threshold Runway 24 on final approach crs. 

MSA within 25 miles of facility: 000°-180°—2800’; 180°-270°—2500’; 270°-360°—2600’. 
City, Ann Arbor; State, Mich.; Airport name, Ann Arbor Municipal; Elev., 835’; Fac. Class., L-BVORTAC; Ident., SVM; Procedure No. VOR Runway &, Amdt. Orig; Eff. 

date, 1 Feb. 6&8 


Salem VOR_.. penta Sn Beses baaed inal) secbaepe ds a5 GRID ree ool Pei =) oo. 





Radar available. 

Procedure turn N side of crs 063° Outbnd, 243° Inbnd 2500’ within 10 miles of Delhi Int. 

Minimum altitude over Delhi Int, on final approach crs, 2500’. 

Crs and distance Delhi Int, to airport, 243°—4.6 miles. 

If visual contact not established upon descent to authorized landing minimums or if landing not accomplished within 4.6 miles of Delhi Int, make climbing right turn to 
2500’ and proceed to SVM VOR. 

Notes: (1) Runway lights difficult to distinguish from surrounding lights. (2) Use Willow Run altimeter setting. (3) Dual VOR receivers or DME required. 


MSA within 2 iles of facillty: 000°-180°—2800’; 180-270°—2500’; 270°-360°—2600’. 


City Ann Arbor; State Mich.; Airport name, Young Field; Elev., 876’; Fac. Class., L-BVORTAC; Ident., SVM; Procedure No. VOR-1, Amdt. Orig.; Eff. date, 1 Feb. 68 


| | | 
ELX VOR... _....-----| Zang Int (final PR iitnitocts 2300 300-1 | 300-1 | 200-14 
| ceo 400-1 | 500-1 500-114 
400-1 | 400-1 400-1 
800-2 800-2 | 800-2 


Procedure turn N side of crs, 086° Outbnd 266° Inbnd, 2300’ within 10 miles of Zang Int. 

Minimum altitude over Zang Int on fi approach crs, 2300’. 

Crs and distance, Zang Int to airport, 266°—4.5 miles. 

If visuai contact not established upon descent to authorized landing minimums or if landing not accomplished within 4.5 miles after passing the Zang Int, climb to 2300’ 
on ELX VOR R 266°, turn left and return to Zang Int, and contact SBN approach control for further instructions. 

Notes: (1) Reduction not authorized for REILS. (2) Use South Bend altimeter setting when control zone not effective. (3) Dual VOR receivers or DME required. 

$400-34 authorized with HIRL, except for"4-engine turbojets. 

#These minimums apply at all times for air carriers with approved weather reporting service. 

*Circling and straight-in ceiling minimur ire raised (100’) and alternate minimums not authorized when control zone not effective. 

MSA within 25 miles of facility: 000°-360 3 


City, Benton Harbor; State, Mich.; Airport name, Ross Field; Elev., 642’; Fac. Class., L-BVORTAC; Ident., ELX; Procedure No. VOR Runway 27, Amdt. 7; Eff. date, 1 
Feb. 68; Sup. Amdt. No. 6; Dated, 16 Sept. 67 


Arc. | PN ie nian 800-1 800- 800-114 
R 220°, clockwise. se : rs kn hcdeiimaisicen Via 7-mile DME 1C - rE 800-2 800-2 800-2 
| Are. | | NA | _NA | NA 
7-mile DME Fix, R 304°___-- SVM VOR (final) - ‘ 2 Direct....... ied with DME or Dual VOR receivers: 
500-1 | 500-1 500-144 


R 055°, counterclockwise ..| SVM, R 304°... veceeeeesseee-es----| Via 7Z-mile'DME | 300-1 soo | 


500-2 500-2 500-2 





Radar available. 

Procedure turn § side of ers, 304° Outbnd, 124° Inbnd, 2500’ within 10 miles. 

Minimum altitude over facility on final approach crs, 2500’; over Johnson Int, 1500’. 

Crs and distance, facility to airport, 124°—7.1 miles. ve 

If visual contact not estat lished upon descent to authorized landing minimums or if landing not accomplished within 7.1 miles after passing SVM VOR, make left-climbing 
turn to 2500’ and return to the SVM VOR. 

NOTE: Use Willow Run altimeter setting. 

MSA within 25 miles of facility: 000°-180°—2800’; 180°-270°—2500’; 270°-360°—2600’. 


City, Plymouth; State, Mich.; Airport name, Mettetal; Elev., 700’; Fac. Class, L-BVORTAC; Ident., SVM; Procedure No. VOR-1, Amdt. Orig.; Eff. date, 1 Feb. 68 
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VOR STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE—Continued 


Transition Ceiling and visibility minimums 


Minimum 2-engine or less | More than 
altitude Condition sengine, 
(feet) 65 knots | More than | nee k than 
or less 65 knots nots 
| 
| | ; 
R 220°, clockwise. .........-- ; nm | SVM, R 303°_. aioe | Via 7-mile DME | S50 1) TH.....0 2-0 300-1 | 300-1 200-1 5 
| | Are a 1000-1 | 1000-1 1000-1 


R 055°, counterclockwise snndencl Otte ae apecandce , _| Via 7-mile DME 2600 | C-n. 1000-134 1000-114 1000-1! 5 
A 


. A NA NA 

7-mile DME Fix, R 308°____.-. sawacial CURE COED Cnc cncccccsxcs ; i 2500 | Minimums with = or Dual VOR receivers 
C-d.. ; 1 500-1 | 500-1), 
-1l4 500-134] 500-1!, 


Radar available. 

Procedure turn § side of crs, 308° Outbnd, 128° Inbnd, 2500’ within 10 miles. 

Minimum altitude over facility on final approach crs, 2500’; over Road Int, 1675’. 

Crs and distance, facility to en. 128°—9 miles. 

If visual contact not establishec upon descent to authorized landing minimums or if landing not accomplished within 9 miles after passing SVM VOR, mal 
turn to 2500’ and return to SVM VOR. 

Note: Use Willow Run altimeter setting. 

CAUTION: Mettetal airport 2 miles NW on final approach crs. 

MSA within 25 miles of facility: 000°-180°—2800’; 180°-270°—2500’; 270°-360°—2600’. 


City, Plymouth; a Mich.; — name, National; Elev., 675’; Fac. Class., L-BVO RTAC; Ident., SVM; Procedure No. VOR Runway 11, Amdt. Orig.; Eff. date, 1 Fel). 68 


10-mile DME Fix, R 108°-_- : YKM VOR (final) | Divect........ T-dn#% 300-1 | 300-34 
Gleed Int YKM VOR | Direct | 600-1 600-1! 4 
14-mile DME Fix, R 221° counterclockwise _| Zillah Int (14-mile DME Fix, R 108°)__| 14-mile DME Are 800-2 800-2 800-2 
Zillah Int_.......... 10-mile DME Fix, R 108°. _........ ..| Direct | 


Procedure turn § side of crs, 108° Outbnd, 288° Inbnd, 4200’ within 10 miles. 

Final approach from holdin pattern at YKM VOR not authorized, procedure turn required 

Minimum altitude over facility on final approach crs, 2700’. 

Crs and distance, facility to airport, 244—3.6 miles. 

If visual contact not established upon descent to authorized landing minimums or if landing not accomplished within 3.6 miles after passing YKM VOR, make 
climbing turn, climb direct to VOR, continue climb to 4500’ on R 108° within 10 miles. All turns § side, R 108°. 

CAUTION: "High terrain extends from NE to NW of YKM VOR. 

#Takeoff minimums Runways 4/22 and 16/34: 500-1 day, 800-2 night. 

%Takeoffs all a limb on R 284° YKM V OR within 6 miles of YKM VOR to cross YKM VOR at or above: Eastbound V-4, 2000’; westbound V-4/48, 4100 

southbound V25, 4200’, V25E, 2300’; northbound V-25, 4100’; northeastbound V-448, 3300’; southwestbound V-448, 6800’, V448S, 2600’. All turns S side R 284° YKM VOR 

*Circling south of Runw ays 9-27 not authorized. Terrain and obstructions w ithin this area and within 1.7 miles to 2185’. 

NSA within 25 miles of facility; 000°-090°—5300’; 090°-180°—4700’; 180°-270°—6800’; 270°-360°—6200’. 


City, Yakima; State, Wash.; Airport naine, Yakima Municipal; Elev., 1082’; Fae. Class.. H-BVORTAC; Ident., YKM; Procedure No. VOR Runway 27, Amdt. 8 
date, 1 Feb. 68; Sup. Amdt. No. VOR 1, Amdt. 7; Dated, 17 Dec. 66 


3. By amending the following very high frequency omnirange—distance measuring equipment (VOR/DME) procedures 


prescribed in § 97.15 to read: 
VOR/DME STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE 


Bearings, headings, courses and radials are magnetic. Elevations and altitudes are in feet MSL. Ceilings are in feet above airport elevation. Distances are in nauti 
miles unless otherwise indicated, except visibilities which are in statute miles. 

If an instrument approach procedure of the above type is conducted at the below named airport, it shall be in accordance with the following instrument approach procedure, 
unless an approach is conducted in accordance with a different procedure for such airport authorized by the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. Initial approach« 
shall be made over specified routes, Minimum altitudes shall correspond with those established for en route operation in the particular area or as set forth below. 


Transition Ceiling and visibility minimums 


2-engine or less 

i More than 

Minimum . oa 

Cee altitude Condition Btn A 
(feet) More than | -n 


65 knots 65 knots 


R 283°, GSO VORTAC clockwise R 037°, GSO VORTAC “a 10-mile DME 

Are GSO 

R 022° lead 

radial. 

R 103°, GSO VORTAC counterclockwise R 037°, G8O VORTAC 10-mile DME 
Are GSO 
R 052° lead 

| radial. 
10-mile DME Fix, R 037° pu ‘ 7-mile DME Fix, R 037° (final ie R 037° 


Radar available. 

Procedure turn W side of crs, 037° Outbnd, 217° Inbnd, 2400’ within 10 miles of Atlantic 7-mile DM E/Radar Fix. 

Minimum altitude over Atlantic 7-mile DM E/Radar Fix on final | approach crs, 1900’. 

Crs and distance, Atlantic 7-mile DM E/Radar Fix to airport, 217°—2.9 miles. 

If visual contact ‘not established upon descent to authorized landing ‘minimums or if landing not accomplished — reaching 4.1-mile DME Fix (R 037 
via R 037°/217° GSO within 20 miles, or when directed by ATC, climb to 2500’ and proceed to Thomas Int via GSO R 22 

MSA within 25 miles of facility: 000°-090°—3500’ ; 090°- 180°—3100’; 180°-270°—3400’ ; 270°-360°—5100’. 


City, Greensboro; State, N.C.; Airport name, Greensboro-High Point-Winston-Salem Regional; Elev., 926’; Fac. Class. H-BVORTAC; Ident., GSO; Procedure > 
VOR/DME Runway 23, Amdt. 2; Eff. date, 3 Feb. 68; Sup. Amdt. No. 1; Dated, 23 Dec. 67 
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4. By amending the following instrument landing system procedures prescribed in § 97.17 to read: 
ILS STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE 


Bearings, headings, courses and radials are magnetic. 


miles unless otherwise indicated, except visibilities which are in statute miles, 


Elevations and altitudes are in feet MSL, 


Ceilings are in feet above airport elevation. 


Distances are in nautical 


If an instrument approach procedure of the above type is conducted at the below named airport, it shall be in accordance with the following instrument approach procedure, 


unless an approach is conducted in accordance with a different procedure for such airport authorized by the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. 


shall be made over specified routes, 


Transition 


ELX VOR... 
SBN VOR 


Procedure turn N side of ers, 090° Outbnd, 270° Inbnc 


, 2300’ witl 


Course and | 


altitude 
distance altitude 


(feet) 


Minimum 


Initial approaches 


Minimum altitudes shall correspond with those established for en route operation in the particular area or as set forth below. 





Ceiling and visibility minimums 

2-engine or less More then 
2engine, 
more than 
65 knots 


Condition | 
65 knots 
or less 


More than 
65 knots 





OM. 


Minimum altitude over facility on final approach crs, 2300’. 


Crs and distance, facility to airport, 270°—4.8 miles. 


If visual contact not established upon descent to authorized la 


and return to LOM. 
NorTE: Reduction not authorized for REILs. 


*These minimums apply at all times for air carriers with approved weather reporti 
ums are raised 10)’ and alternate minimums not authorized 
$400-34 authorized with operative HIRL, except for 4-engine turbojets. 


and straight-in mi 


City, Benton Har 


YKM VOR... 

Gleed Int 

14-mile DME Fix, 
counterciock wise 


YKM OM 
YK LOM 
Ecrs YKMILS_. 


R 221° YKM VOR 


Procedure turn § side of crs, 089° Outbnd 


bor; State, Mich.; Airport name, Ross Field; Elev 


269° Inbnd, 


Minimum altitude at glide slope interception Inbnd, 4000’. 


when control zone not effective. 


68 or upon commissioning of ILS. 


14-mi DME Arc 
YKM R 104° 
lead radial. 


4200’ within 10 mile inal approach from | 


Altitude of glide slope and distance to approach end of runway at OM, 3398’—6.9 miles; at MM, 1315’—0.6 mile. 


If visual contact not established 
and climb to 4500’ on E crs ILS with 
Note: Procedure not authorized with 


f LOM. 


scent to authorized landing n 


» slope inoperative 


CAUTION: High terrain extends from NE to NW of YKM VOR 


#Takeoff minimums Runways 4/22 and 16 


% Takeoffs all runways—Climb on R 284° YKM VOR wi miles 


southbound V 25, 4200’, V25E, 2300’; northbound V- 
*Circling S of Runways 9-27 not authorized. T 
MSA within 25 miles of LOM: 000°-090°—5300’ 


City, Yakima; State, Wash.; Airport 


name, Yakima Municipal; Elev., 1082’; Fac. ¢ 
Sup. Amdt. No. ILS-27, Amdt. 


44: 500-1 day, 800 2 night. 


of YKM VOR to cross 


YKM VOR at or above 


300-1 
400-1 
400-1 | 
800-2 | 


300-1 
500-1 | 
400-1 
800-2 


200-14 
5OU- 115 
400-1 
800-2 


or if landing not accomplished within 4.8 miles of LOM, climb to 2300’ on ers of 270°, turn 


ng service. Use South Bend altimeter setting when control zone not effective. Circling 


, 642’; Fac. Class., ILS; Ident., -BEH; Procedure No. LOC Runway 27, Amdt. Orig.; Eff. date, 1 Feb. 


300-1 | 
600-1 | 
300-34 
600-2 


300-1 
600-1 
300-34 
600-2 


300-34 
600-114 
300-3 
600-2 

| 

| 


\olding pattern at YK LOM not authorized, procedure turn required.) 


mums or if landing not accomplished climb straight ahead to 1800’, then make right-climbing turn 


Eastbound V-4, 2000’: Westbound V4/4S, 4100’: 


astbound V-448, 3300’; southwestbound V-448, 6800’, V-448s, 2600’. All turns S side R 284° YKM VOR. 


- 180 


within this 


360° —6800’. 


area 


13; Dated, 17 Dec. 66 


These procedures shall become effective on the dates specified therein. 
(Secs. 307(c), 313(a), 601, Federal Aviation Act of 1958; 49 U.S.C. 1848(c), 1354(a), 1421; 72 Stat. 749, 752, 775) 
Issued in Washington, D.C., on December 28, 1967. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-165; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 8:45 a.m.] 


Chapter Il—Civil Aeronautics Board 


SUBCHAPTER A—ECONOMIC REGULATIONS 
[Reg. No. ER-525] 


PART 216—COMMINGLING OF BLIND 
SECTOR TRAFFIC BY FOREIGN AIR 
CARRIERS 


Adopted by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board at its office in Washington, D.C., 
on the 15th day of January 1968. 

In a Notice of Proposed Rule Making 
published in the FEDERAL REGISTER on 
August 9, 1967 (32 F.R. 11480), and cir- 
culated as EDR-121, SPDR-9, Docket 
18837, the Board proposed to adopt a 
new Part 216 of the Economic Regula- 
tions, applicable to foreign air carriers, 
which would prohibit the commingling 
of blind sector traffic on a flight operat- 
ing in foreign air transportation, unless 
the combined carriage of such traffic 
was specifically authorized by the Board. 
The proposed new part also set forth 
procedures for issuance of a Special Au- 


thorization, authorizing such carriage. 
In addition, there was proposed an 
amendment of § 375.35(a)(2) of Part 
375 of the Board’s Special Regulations, 
which permits certain free transporta- 
tion to blind sector points, to reflect that 
blind sector operations would be author- 
ized pursuant to Part 216. 


Pursuant to the Notice, seven com- 
ments have been received from foreign 
air carriers, and one from a US. air 
carrier engaged in foreign air transpor- 
tation.* Due consideration has been given 
to all relevant matter presented. 


1Caledonian Airways 
(Caledonian); Cia Mexicana de Aviacion, 
S.A. (CMA); KLM Royal Dutch Airlines 
(KLM); Lufthansa German Airlines (Luft- 
hansa); Scandinavian Airlines System (SAS); 
Swissair, Swiss Air Transport Co., Ltd. (Swiss- 
air); and a joint comment primarily on be- 
half of Transportes Aereos Nacionales, S.A. 
(TAN), but also on behalf of Compania 
Ecuatoriana de Aviacion, S.A. and Empresa 
Guatemalteca de Aviacion. 

?Pan American World Airways, Inc. 


(Prestwick) Ltd. 
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and within 1.7 miles to 2185’, 


lass., ILS; Ident., I-YKM; Procedure No. ILS Runway 27, Amdt. 14; Eff. date, 1 F eb. 68; 


JAMES F. RUDOLPH, 
Director, Flight Standards Service. 


The Board has decided to adopt the 
rule essentially as proposed; however we 
will make certain minor modifications 
as set forth below. Accordingly, except 
as modified herein, the tentative findings 
set forth in the Explanatory Statement 
to the proposed rules (EDR-121, SPDR-9, 
supra) are incorporated herein by ref- 
erence and made final. The proposed 
amendment to § 375:35(a) (2) of Part 375 
of the Special Regulations is also being 
adopted and issued concurrently here- 
with (SPR-20). 

In essence the proposed rule provides 
that a foreign air carrier may deviate 
from an authorized foreign air transpor- 
tation route, for the purpose of com- 
mingling so-called “blind sector traffic” 
with air transportation traffic (i.e., traf- 
fic carried to and from the United States) 
on a flight operating pursuant to the 
authority of a Board permit issued under 
section 402 of the Federal Aviation Act, 
only if specifically authorized by the 
Board to do so. Basically “blind sector 
traffic’ constitutes traffic enplaned or 


19, 1968 
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deplaned at a point not named in the 
carrier’s section 402 permit, but which 
is not moving in foreign air transporta- 
tion because carried solely between two 
foreign points. 

Certain of the comments of foreign 
air carriers challenge the Board’s juris- 
diction under the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 to impose any restrictions on 
blind sector operations.* In this connec- 
tion it is variously argued that section 
402 of the Act can have no application, 
because the “blind sector traffic’ is con- 
cededly not itself moving in foreign 
air transportation, and section 402 re- 
quires that a permit be obtained only to 
“engage in foreign air transportation”; 
that section 1108(b) ‘ is inapplicable be- 
cause it does not apply to commercial 
air transportation operations conducted 
under the authority of a section 402 per- 
mit, and further applies only with re- 
spect to navigation in the United States, 
not navigation outside thereof; and that 
the Federal Aviation Act should not be 
interpreted to have extraterritorial ap- 
plication, so as to permit Board regula- 
tion of traffic carried wholly outside the 
United States. 

Initially, we cannot agree that the in- 
stant regulation in any way represents 
an attempt by the Board to impose extra- 
territorial regulatory jurisdiction. The 
Board does not seek by this regulation to 
control any operations between foreign 
points, to the extent that such operations 
are conducted independently of an op- 
eration in foreign air transportation 
(i.e., for the carriage of traffic to and 
from the United States). But where op- 
erations between two foreign points are 
conducted in the course of a flight op- 
erating to and from the United States, 
there can be little question that the in- 
ternational principle of exclusive sover- 
eignty over the air space above a nation’s 
territory 5 permits regulation of all as- 
pects of that flight, including deviation 
from the authorized route for the pur- 
pose of carriage of unauthorized traffic 
which is not itself moving to or from the 
United States. This is particularly true 
where, as in the case of the instant blind 
sector traffic, such carriage can sub- 
stantially affect the economics of the air 
transportation operation. Indeed, the 
regulatory jurisdiction of each nation 
over all aspects of a flight operating to 
and from its territory is implicit from the 
international practice of route exchanges 
whereby homeland, intermediate points, 
destination in the other country’s ter- 
ritory, and beyond points, are many times 
spelled out in detail, and the rights to 


3 Caledonian, KLM, SAS, Swissair, and TAN. 

*Sec. 1108(b) requires (with the excep- 
tion of “any operation authorized” by a sec. 
402 permit) that a permit be obtained from 
the Board for any navigation of foreign civil 
aircraft in the United States. 

‘Art. 1 of the Chicago Convention pro- 
vides as follows: “The contracting States 
recognize that every State has complete and 
exclusive sovereignty over the airspace above 
its territory.” This principle is specifically 
asserted with respect to the United States in 
sec. 1108(a) of the Federal Aviation Act. 
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operate between such points are ex- 
changed on the basis of economic con- 
siderations.* It would not be reasonable 
to assume that the principle of exclusive 
sovereignty with respect to a country’s 
airspace would permit a delineation of 
all points on a route on the basis of an 
economic exchange, but that the whole 
economic character of a route might be 
altered by blind sector operations which 
were beyond the scope of regulatory 
jurisdiction of the other party. 
Moreover, we believe that it is clear 
that the power delegated to the Board 
under sections 1108(b) (49 U.S.C. 1508) 
and 402 (49 U.S.C. 1372) of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958, to regulate both 
the navigation of aircraft and the car- 
riage of commercial traffic into the 
United States, subject to terms, condi- 
tions, or limitations, fully encompasses 
all aspects of any operation or flight 
which enters the U.S. airspace, including 
the operation of that flight for traffic 
purposes between two foreign points 
wholly outside the United States. Thus, 
wholly aside from such authority as may 
emanate from the power to regulate “air 
transportation” traffic under section 402, 
section 1108(b) not only authorizes, but 
indeed constitutes a statutory require- 
ment that a permit or special authoriza- 
tion be obtained from the Board for any 
navigation of foreign civil aircraft in 
the United States in a manner other 
than as authorized under a section 402 
permit. The section requires a permit 
with respect to all navigation into the 
United States, which would include 
flights.engaged in air transportation as 
well as other navigation which does not 
fall within the scope of section 402. How- 
ever, “with respect to any operation au- 
thorized by” a section 402 foreign air 
carrier permit, the carrier is not “re- 
quired to obtain additional authoriza- 
tion” under section 1108(b), but rather 
the section 402 permit in effect serves as 
the required permit under section 
1108(b).” However, where a flight pur- 
porting to operate pursuant to the 
authority of a section 402 permit deviates 
from the authorized route for traffic pur- 
poses (ie., the commingling of “blind 
sector traffic’), and thereby is operating 
in a manner neither contemplated nor 
authorized by the section 402 permit, the 
operation would not, to this extent, be 
“authorized by said permit,” and an ad- 
ditional section 1108(b) permit would 
be required to permit the navigation of 
the aircraft into the United States via 
the point not authorized for service in 
the section 402 permit. Accordingly, it 
has been the Board’s practice to require 
that an appropriate authorization under 
section 1108(b) be obtained in order to 


*Indeed, the 1966 amendments to the bi- 
lateral air transport agreement between the 
United States and the United Kingdom in- 
clude, inter alia, the naming of points on 
certain routes which are restricted to blind 
sector operations. 

7™See Qantas Empire, Foreign Transfer 
Traffic, 29 C.A.B. 33, 43 (1959). 
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engage in blind sector operations,® al- 
though such authorization could also be 
granted by a specific provision in the 
foreign air carrier’s section 402 permit.’ 

Moreover, we have no doubt that the 
section 1108(b) requirement that foreign 
civil aircraft may be navigated in the 
United States, only if such navigation is 
authorized by a permit and is “in accord- 
arce with the terms, conditions, and 
limitations thereof,” constitutes a dele- 
gation of authority to the Board to reg- 
ulate all aspects of any flight navigated 
into the United States, including the 
route which must be followed on such 
flight. It may be noted that the only 
limitation on the regulatory power under 
this section is that the Board’s action 
shall “be in the interest of the public” 
and that “in exercising its powers here- 
under, the Board shall do so consist- 
ently with any treaty, convention or 
agreement which may be in force be- 
tween the United States and any foreign 
country or countries.” “ 

We would like to emphasize that this 
regulation does not represent a new or 
changed policy of the Board. Rather, the 
regulation merely constitutes a specific 
implementation and clarification of the 
requirement (that specific authorization 
be obtained for blind sector operations) 
which the Board has previously held to 
be applicable and has implemented under 
Part 375 of the Special Regulations and 
section 1108(b) of the Act." Our primary 
concern is the confusion and legal uncer- 
tainties that have surrounded the fore- 


® See, e.g., Compagnie Nationale Air France, 
Foreign Permit, 30 C.A.B. 981, n. 1 (1960); 
Compagnie Nationale Air France, Navigation 
of Foreign Aircraft, 30 C.A.B. 1562 (1960); 
Philippine A.L., Foreign Permit, 35 C.A.B. 331, 
337, n. 9 (1961); Cathay Pacific Airways, Ltd., 
Foreign Permit, Order E-24951, Peb. 10, 1967. 
As indicated in the rulemaking notice (EDR-— 
121, supra, at note 3), the Board’s practice 
may not have been wholly consistent in this 
respect; however, this possible inconsistency 
is one of the reasons for promulgation of the 
instant regulation. 

*While the Board deems section 1108(b) 
to be the appropriate vehicle for asserting 
jurisdiction over blind sector operations, we 
note that section 402 does not preclude our 
granting such rights in a permit issued there- 
under in light of the authority there granted 
to include in such permits terms and con- 
ditions which have a reasonable relationship 
to the air transportation being authorized. 
Moreover, to the extent that it might be 
urged that our action governs operations im- 
plicitly authorized by outstanding permits, 
we nonetheless consider the regulation to be 
within statutory authority (see American 
Airlines v. C.A.B., 359 F. 2d 624 (C.A.D.C. 
1966) ). 

In this regard, certain foreign carriers 
have contended that the nature of the bi- 
lateral air transport agreements with the 
countries of which they are nationals are 
such that any denial of a “special authoriza- 
tion” would be contrary to such bilateral 
agreements. We express no opinion with 
respect to these contentions; however, the 
Board would, of course, act consistently with 
the requirements of any applicable bilateral 
air transport agreement in determining 
whether to issue a “special authorization” 
under this regulation. 
™ See note 8, supra. 
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going requirement.” The new part will 
make this requirement specific; will re- 
solve the legal questions which, on occa- 
sion, have arisen in connection with prior 
implementation; and will provide an 
appropriate and simple procedure where- 
by the required authorization may be 
obtained.* 

Pan American requests modification or 
deletion of the proviso to the definition 
of “blind sector traffic,” which excludes 
“beyond homeland” traffic from the 
definition.“ The carrier urges that this 
proviso gives an unwarranted implication 
that foreign carriers are entitled to con- 
duct though single plane flights from 
beyond homeland points.” It was not our 
intention in this regulation to express 
any policy or interpretation with respect 
to beyond homeland operations, and we 
express no opinion as to the validity of 
Pan American’s contentions. It appears 
that the intent of the proviso to exclude 
authorized “beyond homeland” traffic 
from the definition may be achieved by 
adding a simple notation to this effect, 
and the proviso, with its objectionable 
implications, may be deleted. We shall so 
modify the definition.” 


122.We recognize that the Board has in a 
few foreign permit cases specifically con- 
templated blind sector operations from for- 
eign points not named in the permit. The 
Board would of course give consideration to 
this factor in determining whether to issue 
a Special Authorization pursuant to Part 
216. 

% Caledonian urges that the regulation 
should not be made applicable to charter 
carriers. We cannot agree. Charter carriers, 
as well as scheduled route carriers, are au- 
thorized to operate to the United States only 
from authorized points or areas. To the ex- 
tent such carriers may be permitted, on such 
flights, to conduct blind sector operations 
to unauthorized points or areas, the scope 
of authorization contemplated by the permit 
could well be exceeded. The question as to 
whether a particular biiud sector charter 
operation would be contrary to the con- 
templated scope of operations, or otherwise 
contrary to the public interest, is a matter 
which should appropriately be considered in 
connection with an application under Part 
216 for a special authorization to engage in 
such operations. Accordingly, we find no 
basis for excluding foreign charter carriers 
from the scope of the regulation. 

14 The proviso reads as follows: “Provided, 
That this definition shall not include traffic 
carried by a foreign air carrier between a 
point named in such carrier’s foreign air 
carrier permit and a point beyond the car- 
rier’s homeland, where the flight is operated 
via, and lands at, a homeland terminal point 
authorized under such permit.” 

15 CMA also notes that the language of this 
proviso might be construed as failing to ex- 
clude traffic carried beyond a homeland ter- 
minal point authorized under the permit 
to another point in the carrier’s homeland. 

1° We reject Pan American’s further pro- 
posed revisions as unnecessary. The term 
“terminal or intermediate point”, appearing 
in the definition of “blind sector traffic” 
(§ 216.1), is all-inclusive, and would encom- 
pass points beyond the United States, as well 
as any other point named in the applicable 
route description. In view of § 302.16 of the 
Board’s procedural regulations, pursuant to 
which the Board may extend the applicable 
time period, there is no need for a revision 
of § 216.4(d) (ii) to provide for consideration 
of late filed memoranda in response to ap- 
plications, 
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Accordingly, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board hereby adopts a new Part 216 of 
the Economic Regulations (14 CFR Part 
216), effective February 19, 1968, to read 
as follows: 


Sec. 

216.1 
216.2 
216.3 
216.4 
216.5 
216.6 


AvuTuHoRITY: The provisions of this Part 216 
issued under section 204(a) of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 743; 49 U.S.C. 
1324(a)). Interpret or apply sections 402 and 


Definitions. 

Applicability. 

Prohibition. 

Special authorizations. 

Existing permits. 

Existing unauthorized operations. 


1108(b) (72 Stat. 757, 798; 49 U.S.C. 1372, 
1508(b) ). 
§ 216.1 Definitions. 


(a) As used in this part, unless the 
context otherwise requires: 

“Act” means the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958, as amended. 

“Blind sector traffic” means revenue 
traffic, carried by a foreign air carrier 
on a flight operating in air transporta- 
tion, which is enplaned at one foreign 
point and deplaned at another foreign 
point, where at least one of such points 
is not named as a terminal or interme- 
diate point in the carrier’s applicable 
foreign air carrier permit. 

Nore: This definition shall not be deemed 
to include the carriage of authorized 
“beyond homeland” traffic (i.e., traffic carried 
between a point named in a carrier’s foreign 
air carrier permit and a point beyond a 
homeland terminal point authorized under 
such permit). 


“Revenue traffic’ means persons, 
property or mail carried for compensa- 
tion or hire. 

(b) Terms defined in section 101 of the 
Act have the meaning expressed in such 
definitions. 


§ 216.2 Applicability. 


This part sets forth the requirements 
applicable to foreign air carriers for 
obtaining a Special Authorization from 
the Board with respect to any deviation 
from an authorized foreign air trans- 
portation route for the purpose of com- 
mingling blind sector traffic with air 
transportation traffic carried pursuant 
to a foreign air carrier permit issued by 
the Board. The deviation by a foreign air 
carrier from its authorized route for the 
purpose of combined carriage to or from 
the United States of nonrevenue or other 
traffic, the carriage of which does not 
constitute engaging in foreign air trans- 
portation, is governed by the provisions 
of Part 375 of this chapter. 


§ 216.3 Prohibition. 


No foreign air carrier shall carry any 
blind sector traffic, as defined in this 
part, on any flight operating in air trans- 
portation pursuant to the authority of 
a foreign air carrier permit issued under 
section 402 of the Act, unless the com- 
bined carriage of such traffic has been 
specifically authorized by such permit, or 
by a Special Authorization issued under 
§ 216.4 


§ 216.4 Special authorizations. 


(a) Applications. Any foreign air car- 
rier may apply to the Board for a Spe- 
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cial Authorization, as required by this 
part, for the carriage of blind sector 

traffic on a particular flight, series of 

flights, or for a specified or indefinite pe- 

riod of time between specified points. 

Applications shall be submitted directly 

to the Board, addressed to the attention 

of the Director, Bureau of Operating 

Rights. One original and seven true 

copies in conformity with the require- 

ments of §§ 302.3(b) and 302.4 (b) and 
(c) of this chapter shall be filed. The 

applications shall contain a proper 
identification of the applicant; the flight 

or flights upon which it is proposed to 
carry such blind sector traffic, including 
routing, nontraffic stops, and dates or 
duration of the authority sought; a full 
description of such traffic, and points 
between which such traffic will be car- 

ried; information or documentation as to 
whether the country of which the appli- 
cant is a national grants reciprocal priv- 
ileges to U.S. carriers; and the reasons 
for requesting such authorization to- 

gether with such additional information 
as will establish that the grant of such 
authority will otherwise be in the public 
interest. Such additional information as 
may be specifically requested by the 
Board shall also be furnished. 

(b) Service. Applications shall be 
served upon each direct U.S. air carrier 
certificated to engage in individually 
ticketed or waybilled foreign air trans- 
portation over any portion of the route 
to which the application pertains, and 
on such other persons as the Board may 
require, and proof of such service shall 
accompany the application as provided, 
in § 302.8 of this chapter. Notice of such 
applications shall also be published in 
the Board’s Weekly List of Applications 
Filed. 

(c) Memoranda in support or opposi- 
tion. Any interested person may file a 
memorandum in support of or in opposi- 
tion to the grant of an application. Such 
memorandum shall set forth in detail the 
reasons why it is believed that the appli- 
cation should be granted or denied and 
shall be accompanied by such data, in- 
cluding affidavits, which it is desired that 
the Board consider. Copies of the memo- 
randum shall be served upon the appli- 
cant. Nothing in this subparagraph shall 
be deemed to preclude the Board from 
granting or denying an application when 
the circumstances so warrant without 
awaiting the filing of memoranda in sup- 
port of or in opposition to the applica- 
tion. 

(d) Time:for filing. (1) Applications 
seeking authority to engage in blind sec- 
tor operations for a period of 3 months 
or longer, shall be submitted at least 60 
days in advance of the proposed com- 
mencement of such operations. Memo- 
randa in response to such an application 
shall be submitted within 15 days after 
the date of filing thereof. 

(2) Applications seeking authority to 
engage in blind sector operations for a 
period less than three months shall be 
filed at least 20 days in advance of the 
proposed commencement of such opera- 
tions, and memoranda in response there- 
to within 7 days after the date of filing 
thereof: Provided, That the Board may 
consider late filed applications upon 4 
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showing of good cause for failure to ad- 
here to this requirement. 

(e) General procedural requirements. 
Except as otherwise provided herein, the 
provisions of Part 302, Subpart A, of this 
chapter shall apply to the extent applica- 
ble. 

(f) Issuance of Special Authorization. 
A Special Authorization authorizing the 
carriage of blind sector traffic will be is- 
sued only if the Board finds that the pro- 
posed carriage is fully consistent with 
applicable law and this part, and that 
grant of such authority would be in the 
public interest. The application may be 
granted or denied in whole or in part 
without hearing, and a Special Author- 
ization made subject to any conditions or 
limitations, to the extent that such action 
is deemed by the Board to be in the pub- 
lic interest. Special Authorizations are 
not transferable. 

(g) Nature of the privilege conferred. 
A Special Authorization issued pursuant 
to this section shall constitute a privi- 
lege conferred upon a carrier, which may 
be enjoyed only to the extent that its 
continued exercise remains in the inter- 
est of the public. Accordingly, any Spe- 
cial Authorization issued pursuant to this 
section may be revoked, suspended, 
amended or restricted without hearing. 


§ 216.5 Existing permits. 


“Foreign aircraft permits” issued by 
the Board under the provisions of Part 
375 of the Board’s Special Regulations, 
authorizing the combined carriage of 
blind sector traffic as defined in this part, 
shall continue in effect in accordance 
with their terms until their expiration 
date unless sooner terminated, revoked 
or modified by the Board. Such permits 
shall, upon the effective date of this part, 
be deenfed to constitute a Special Au- 
thorization issued pursuant to § 216.4. 


§ 216.6 Existing unauthorized opera- 
tions. 


Notwithstanding the provisions of 
§ 216.3, if within 30 days after the effec- 
tive date of this part a carrier files an 
application for a Special Authorization 
to continue to perform existing blind 
sector operations which have been regu- 
larly performed by such carrier com- 
mencing on a date prior to August 9, 
1967, such carrier may continue to en- 
gage in such blind sector operations until 
final decision by the Board on such ap- 
plication: Provided, That any such appli- 
cation shall, in addition to the require- 
ments of § 216.4(a), contain a statement 
that the carrier is relying upon this 
section for continuance of preexisting 
blind sector operations, and shall fully 
describe such operations including the 
date inaugurated, and the frequency and 
continuity of performance. 


By the Civil Aeronautics Board. 
Effective. February 19, 1968. 
Adopted. January 15, 1968. 


[SEAL] Haro_tp R. SANDERSON, 
Secretary. 
{[F.R. Doc. 68-765; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 


8:48 a.m.] 
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SUBCHAPTER B—PROCEDURAL REGULATIONS 
[Reg. No. PR-104] 


PART 302—RULES OF PRACTICE IN 
ECONOMIC PROCEEDINGS 


Subpart M—Expedited Procedure for 
Modifying or Removing Certain 
Limitations on Nonstop Operations 
Contained in Certificates of Public 
Convenience and Necessity of Local 
Service Carriers 


Adopted by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board at its office in Washington, D.C., 
on the 15th day of January 1968. 

On October 6, 1967, the Board issued 
a supplemental notice of proposed rule 
making (PDR-26), published at 32 F.R. 
14111, amending Part 302, Rules of Prac- 
tice in Economic Proceedings, by the in- 
clusion of new Subpart M, establishing 
expedited procedure for modifying or re- 
moving certain limitations on nonstop 
operations contained in local service car- 
rier’s certificates. The proposed expe- 
dited procedure provided, where the 
Board determined in its discretion to 
employ it, for a limited evidentiary hear- 
ing followed by an expedited discretion- 
ary review of the examiner’s decision. 

Comments on PDR-26 were received 
from six trunklines, an all-cargo carrier, 
12 local service carriers commenting 
jointly, the cities of Dayton, Ohio and 
Fresno, Calif., and the Louisville and 
Jefferson County Air Board, Ky. 

Interested persons have been offered 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this rule, and due considera- 
tion has been given to all relevant mat- 
ter presented. For the reasons herein- 
after set forth, we have decided to adopt 
the proposed rule, with certain revisions, 
as described below. Therefore, except as 
modified herein, the tentative findings 
set forth in the Explanatory Statement 
to the proposed rule (PDR~-26, supra) are 
incorporated herein by reference and 
made final. 

The comments received raise issues of 
a general scope bringing in question the 
wisdom, fairness, and legality of the 
proposed expédited procedure as a whole, 
as well as objections and suggested modi- 
fications of both substantive and pro- 
cedural nature as to purticular provi- 


“sions. 


General disapproval of the expedited 
procedure presented by PDR-26 has been 


1The Board had originally proposed by 
PSDR-16 to grant local service carriers au- 
thority, under the change in service pattern 
procedure, to schedule nonstop service in 
particular medium-haul high-density mar- 
kets also served by trunklines. In light of 
the comments then received the Board as a 
matter of policy decided to propose PDR-26 
instead. 

*The trunklines are Braniff, Continental, 
Delta, Eastern, National, and Northwest, all 
of whom either oppose adoption of the pro- 
posed procedure or suggest extensive revi- 
sions. A statement of support for PDR-26 
was filed by each of the cities and the county 
named and jointly by Allegheny, Bonanza, 
Frontier, Lake Central, Mohawk, North Cen- 
tral, Ozark, Pacific, Piedmont, Southern, 
Trans-Texas, and West Coast Airlines. 
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expressed by some trunklines in the form 
of disputing basic policy premises made 
by the Board in proposing the regula- 
tion, and questioning whether it meets 
the due process and fair hearing stand- 
ard. The contentions broadly challeng- 
ing the policy underpinnings of this sub- 
part were considered and rejected by 
the Board before proposing the new pro- 
visions, and nothing new has been pre- 
sented. We are not persuaded that the 
proposed procedure should be withdrawn 
on policy grounds. 

With respect to the due process ques- 
tion, we must reject the contention that 
the regulation is inherently unreason- 
able. Enough flexibility exists in the rule 
(including modifications adopted and 
discussed, infra) taken together with 
the Board’s implicit power to relax the 
provisions if necessary, as for example, 
by the grant of extensions of time, to 
afford due process to all interested per- 
sons. 

This brings us to a consideration of 
suggested modifications and clarifica- 
tions of specific aspects of the new pro- 
cedure. Delta argues that this regulation 
is not designed for the modification or 
elimination of the general condition in 
local service carrier certificates requiring 
the carrier to provide service to each 
intermediate point on each segment of 
its route system, and requests that this 
be clarified by the Board. If, as is our 
understanding, Delta is suggesting that 
the procedures of this subpart should not 
be used to process an application for a 
modification of general provisions appli- 
cable to the applicant’s system, then we 
are in accord with the carrier’s position. 

The trunklines all expressed the view 
that the provision permitting applica- 
tions for removal of nonstop restrictions 
between any two points in the local car- 
rier’s system is too broad, and suggest 
that applications be limited to points on 
the same segment. They argue that the 
subpart, as proposed, encourages whole- 
sale filing of applications by locals, par- 
ticularly newly merged regional carriers, 
for service between all major points 
within their route systems, and will 
result in the deterioration of the local 
carriers’ attention to the smaller com- 
munities. They point out also that in the 
case of a particular pair of on-segment 
points some consideration will have been 
given in prior proceedings to the public 
convenience and necessity requirements 
of the local carrier’s service. But with 
respect to points located on different seg- 
ments such a determination will seldom 
have been made. 

We recognize that the breadth of the 
provision allows for many applications 
whose processing under these expedited 
procedures would be _ inappropriate. 
Moreover, under the regulation as pro- 
posed, the mere filing of an application 
(even one which the Board in its discre- 
tion might ultimately decide not to treat 
under this subpart) immediately trig- 
gers a miniature route proceeding with 
answers and competing applications 
required to state each party’s entire 
evidentiary case. This would pose an 
undue burden on persons interested in 
these proceedings. However, instead of 
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introducing rigid limitations, such as 
restricting applications to a carrier’s 
points on-segment, we have decided to 
adopt as a solution to the problem a pro- 
cedural modification which will enable 
the Board, in its discretion, to dismiss 
summarily an application prior to the 
filing of answers and motions to consoli- 
date. Under the revised procedure any 
interested person may, within 7 days of 
service of an application, file a statement 
requesting that the Board exercise its 
discretionary authority to dismiss the 
application summarily. The procedure 
thereafter will depend on whether the 
application involves points on the same 
segment only, or points on different seg- 
ments. Where only on-segment points are 
involved, the regulation will permit the 
Board to dismiss the application, or to 
temporarily suspend further procedures 
by the entry of an order within 10 days 
of the filing of the application. In the 
event the Board takes no action within 
the 10-day period, the provisions of the 
subpart will apply automatically. With 
respect to cases involving restrictions 
between points on different route seg- 
ments, in view of the greater potential 
complexity of such cases, the revised 
rule provides, in effect, that the further 
procedures of Subpart M will not apply 
until the Board so orders. 

Adoption of the above preliminary pro- 
cedure will provide additional time for 
answers to an application and for mo- 
tions to consolidate, since the 25-day 
period originally proposed will start to 
run only after the Board determines to 
process the application under Subpart 
M or where the Board takes no action 
in the case of on-segment points after 
expiration of the 10-day period. How- 
ever, we do not believe that a compelling 
showing has been made for a lengthen- 
ing of time limits for other prehearing 
and posthearing procedural steps, which 
we believe will prove reasonable in most 
cases, in view of the built-in limitations 
on the scope of the issues. And, as previ- 
ously noted, the Board retains the power 
to grant extensions of time to assure fair 
treatment in unusual circumstances. 


The final regulation embodies certain 
of the detailed procedural amendments 
suggested by the comments on PDR-26. 
Thus § 302.1310 has been clarified to pro- 
vide specifically for the right of a party 
having filed an answer in opposition to 
an application to reply to an answer in 
support of that application. Section 
302.1307 has been modified concurrently 
to cover service of answers as well as 
applications. Section 302.1307 has also 
been modified to include all-cargo car- 
riers among the persons to be served with 
applications. The provisions in § 302.1309, 
that a motion to consolidate requesting 
authority different from that requested 
in the original application should be 
denied, have been qualified by the clause, 
“except where consolidation is required 
by law,” to avoid possible conflicts with 
the Ashbacker doctrine. Finally, the pro- 
posed provision (§ 302.1313 of PDR-26) 
that oral argument before the Board will 


not normally be allowed has been deleted. 
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In consideration of the foregoing, the 
Board hereby amends Part 302 of the 
Procedural Regulations (14 CFR Part 
302), effective January 19, 1968, as 
follows: 

1. Amend the table of contents of Part 
302 by adding a new Subpart M, the title 
of which reads as set forth above. New 
Subpart M is adopted and set forth to 
read as follows: 

Sec. 

302.1301 
302.1302 
302.1303 


Applicability. 

Subpart A governs. 

Filing of application and publica- 
tion of notice. 

Contents of application. 

Preliminary procedures; summary 
dismissal of application; stay of 
proceedings. 

Answers to application. 

Service of application and answer. 

Intervention. 

Motions to consolidate. 

Reply to answers. 

Procedures after filing of answers 
and reply. 

Hearing. 

Briefs to the examiner. 

Examiner’s initial decision. 

Subsequent procedures. 


302.1304 
302.1305 


302.1306 
302.1307 
302.1308 
302.1309 
302.1310 
302.1311 


302.1312 
302.1313 
302.1314 
302.1315 


AvutTuHority: The provisions of this Subpart 
M issued under secs. 204(a) and 401 of the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958, 72 Stat. 743, 
49 U.S.C. 1324; 72 Stat. 754, as amended by 
76 Stat. 143, 49 U.S.C. 1371; and secs. 3 and 4 
of the Administrative Procedure Act, 81 Stat. 
54, 80 Stat. 383; 5 U.S.C. 552 and 553. 


§ 302.1301 Applicability. 


This subpart sets forth the special rules 
applicable to proceedings on applications 
for amendments of certificates of public 
convenience and necessity of local 
service carriers to remove or modify 
certificate provisions which require local 
service carriers to serve one or more 
points between particular pairs of points. 


§ 302.1302 Subpart A governs. 


Except as otherwise provided herein, 
the provisions of Subpart A are appli- 
cable. 


§ 302.1303 Filing of application and 


publication of notice. 


Any local service carrier may file an 
application for amendment of its cer- 
tificate as described in § 302.1301. If the 
applicant desires the Board to process 
the application pursuant to the expedited 
procedure provided by this subpart, the 
application should clearly so state. The 
Board shall publish notice of the applica- 
tion of the local service carrier in the 
FEDERAL REGISTER. Applications shall be 
served as provided in § 302.1307. 


§ 302.1304 Contents of application. 


The application shall set forth all the 
facts upon which the applicant relies 
to show that the public convenience and 


necessity require the relief sought. The 
application shall include estimates of the 
financial results of the operation, includ- 
ing the estimated effect on the appli- 
cant’s subsidy need for each of the suc- 
ceeding 2 years. The application shall 
set forth the names of the parties served 
as required by § 302.1307. 
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§ 302.1305 Preliminary procedures; 
summary dismissal of application; 
stay of proceedings. 


(a) Applications involving one seg- 
ment. On or before the 10th day follow- 
ing the filing of an application under 
§ 302.1303 seeking removal or modifica- 
tion of a restriction applicable solely to 
service between points on the same seg- 
ment, the Board may, in its discretion, 
(1) dismiss the application without prej- 
udice to the refiling thereof under the 
normal certificate procedure, if the 
Board finds that the application is not 
in compliance with, or is inappropriate 
for processing under, the provisions of 
this subpart, or (2) stay further pro- 
cedural steps with respect to such ap- 
plication pending further order of the 
Board. 

(b) Applications involving more than 
one segment. In the case of an applica- 
tion for the removal or modification of a 
restriction applicable to service between 
points on different segments, the Board 
shall, upon consideration of such ap- 
plication and any statement filed pur- 
suant to paragraph (c) of this section, 
issue an order either (1) providing for 
further proceedings pursuant to §§ 302.- 
1306-10, or (2) dismissing the application 
without prejudice to the refiling thereof 
under the normal certificate procedure, 
if the Board finds that the application 
is not in compliance with, or is inappro- 
priate for processing under, the provi- 
sions of this subpart. 

(c) Any interested person may, within 
7 calendar days after the filing of an ap- 
plication under § 302.1303, file and serve 
upon the applicant a statement request- 
ing the Board to exercise its discretion to 
dismiss the application without further 
procedures in accordance with paragraph 
(a) or paragraph (b) of this section. The 
filing of a statement shall not operate as 
a stay of proceedings. 


§ 302.1306 Answers to application. 


(a) Any interested person may file and 
serve an answer with the Docket Sec- 
tion of the Board in opposition to, or in 
support of, an application. Answers shall 
set forth the economic data and other 
facts upon which the party relies to sup- 
port its position. In the case of an appli- 
cation governed by § 302.1305(a), such 
answers shall be filed and served within 
25 days after (1) the expiration of the 
10-day period following the filing of an 
application without Board action, or (2) 
service of a Board order directing fur- 
ther proceedings pursuant to §§ 302.1306- 
10. In the case of an application governed 
by § 302.1305(b), such answers shall be 
filed and served within 25 days after 
service of a Board order providing for 
further proceedings pursuant to §§ 302.- 
1306-10. 

(b) Failure of a person to file an an- 
swer within the time specified in this 
section shall be considered as a waiver by 
such person of the right to a hearing 
on the application and all other proce- 
dural steps short of a final decision of 
the Board in the proceeding. Failure to 
request a hearing in an answer filed pur- 
suant to this section shall be deemed 
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to be a waiver of the right to a hearing 
on the application and all other pro- 
cedural steps short of final Board 
decision. 


§ 302.1307 Service of application and 


answer. 


(a) Persons to be served. A copy of 
an application or an answer shall be 
served on (1) any certificated air carrier 
which is authorized to engage in individ- 
ually ticketed or waybilled air transpor- 
tation at one or both of the points with 
respect to which the applicant seeks 
nonstop authority; (2) the chief execu- 
tive of any State of the United States in 
which any point which is involved in the 
application is located: Provided, how- 
ever, That if there be a State commis- 
sion or agency having jurisdiction of 
transportation by air, the application 
shall be served on such commission or 
agency rather than the chief executive 
of the State; and (3) the chief execu- 
tive of the city, town, or other unit of 
local government at each of the points 
located in the United States, between 
which the applicant seeks authority, as 
well as each certificated point inter- 
mediate thereto. 

(b) Additional service of notice. The 
Board may, in its discretion, order ad- 
ditional service on such person or per- 
sons as the facts of the situation war- 
rant. 


§ 302.1308 Intervention. 


(a) Persons served. A person who is 
served pursuant to § 302.1307 of this 
subpart with a copy of an original ap- 
plication and who files an answer to 
such application will automatically be- 
come a party to the proceeding without 
the necessity of filing a petition for in- 
tervention. A person who is so served 
and who does not file an answer is not 
entitled to seek intervention under the 
provisions of paragraph (b) of this 
section. 

(b) Persons not served. A person who 
is not served pursuant to § 302.1307 of 
this subpart with a copy of an original 
application may petition for interven- 
tion not later than 7 calendar days after 
service of the Board’s order of hearing. 
Answers to such petition shall be filed 
within 5 calendar days after the peti- 
tion is filed. 


§ 302.1309 Motions to consolidate. 


(a) Motions to consolidate for hear- 
ing other applications shall be filed with- 
in the time limits specified by § 302.1306 
for the filing of answers. Motions to 
consolidate which request different au- 
thority from that requested in the origi- 
nal application with which consolida- 
tion is sought shall be denied, except 
where consolidation is required by law. 
Motions to consolidate shall include 
economic data and other facts in sup- 
port of both the motion to consolidate 
and the application sought to be consol- 
idated. Data in support of the applica- 
tion sought to be consolidated shall con- 
form, to the extent applicable, to the 
provisions of § 302.1304 with respect to 
original applications. Such motions shall 
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be served upon the persons specified in 
§ 302.1307. 

(b) Answers to motions to consoli- 
date shall be filed within 15 days after 
service of the motion. Such answers shall 
(1) set forth the basis of the support of 
or opposition to the motion to consoli- 
date, and (2) with respect to the merits 
of the application for route authority, 
set forth the type of data required by 
§ 302.1306 for answers to an original 
application. 


§ 302.1310 Reply to answers. 


Replies to answers may be filed and 
served within 7 days after service of an 
answer to an original application or an 
answer to a motion to consolidate, as the 
case may be. 


§ 302.1311 Procedures after filing of 
answers and reply. 

After the time for filing a reply or 
replies has expired, the Board shall is- 
sue an order setting the matter for hear- 
ing, denying the application without 
prejudice to refiling the application un- 
der normal certificate procedure, or tak- 
ing other appropriate action. The Board 
shall also dispose of motions to consoli- 
date filed pursuant to § 302.1309. Except 
where the Board issues a final order 
disposing of an application on the plead- 
ings, petitions for reconsideration of 
these Board actions shall not be enter- 
tained. 


§ 302.1312 Hearing. 


If the Board determines, pursuant to 
§ 302.1311, that a hearing should be held, 
the application or applications shall be 
set promptly for hearing in Washington, 
D.C., before an examiner of the Board. 
No prehearing conference shall be held. 
The issues shall be restricted to the re- 
lief requested in the application or appli- 
cations. Unless the examiner finds that 
additional evidence is necessary in order 
to assure a party a fair hearing, the hear- 
ing shall be limited to (a) introduction 
into evidence of the application, answer 
and reply, and the motion to consolidate 
and related pleadings, and (b) oral testi- 
mony on cross-examination of any wit- 
ness sponsoring such application, answer 
or reply or motion to consolidate or re- 
lated pleadings. 


§ 302.1313 Briefs to the examiner. 


Briefs to the examiner shall be filed 
not more than 10 days following the 
close of the hearing, unless the examiner 
determines that briefs are not necessary 
under the circumstances of the case. 


§ 302.1314 Examiner’s initial decision. 


Except for the following, the provisions 
of § 302.27 shall be applicable: 

(a) Unless a petition for discretionary 
review is filed pursuant to §§ 302.28 and 
302.1315 or the Board issues an order to 
review upon its own initiative, the initial 
decision shall become effective as the 
final order of the Board 15 days after 
service thereof; and 

(b) Where a petition for discretionary 
review is timely filed or action to review 
is taken by the Board upon its own initia- 
tive, the effectiveness of the initial de- 
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cision is stayed until the further order 
of the Board. 


§ 302.1315 Subsequent procedures. 


Except for the following, the provisions 
of §§ 302.28 to 302.33 and 302.36 and 
302.37 shall be applicable: 

(a) Any party may file and serve a 
petition for discretionary review by the 
Board of an initial decision within 10 
days after service thereof; 

(b) Within 10 days after service of a 
petition for discretionary review, any 
party may file and serve an answer in 
support of or in opposition to the 
petition; 

(c) Within 10 days after date of the 
order granting discretionary review, any 
party may file a brief to the Board; 

(d) A petition for reconsideration of 
any order shall be filed within 10 days 
after service thereof, and an answer in 
support of or in opposition to such peti- 
tion shall be filed within 7 calendar days 
after the petition is filed. 


By the Civil Aeronautics Board. 
Effective. January 19, 1968. 
Adopied. January 15, 1968. 


[SEAL] HAROLD R. SANDERSON, 


Secretary. 


[P.R. Doc. 68-764; Ffled, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:48 a.m.] 


SUBCHAPTER D—SPECIAL REGULATIONS 
[Reg. No. SPR-20] 


PART 375—NAVIGATION OF FOR- 
EIGN CIVIL AIRCRAFT WITHIN THE 
UNITED STATES 


Free Transportation 


Adopted by the Civil Aeronautics Board 
at its office in Washington, D.C. on the 
15th day of January 1968. 

In a notice of proposed rule making 
published in the FEDERAL REGISTER on 
August 9, 1967 (32 F.R. 11480), and cir- 
culated as EDR-121, SPDR~-9, Docket 
18837, the Board proposed to adopt a new 
Part 216 of the Economic Regulations, 
applicable to foreign air carriers, which 
would prohibit the commingling of blind 
sector traffic on a flight operating in air 
transportation, unless the combined car- 
riage of such traffic was specifically au- 
thorized by the Board. The new part also 
sets forth procedures for issuance of a 
special authorization, authorizing such 
carriage. In addition there was proposed 
an amendment of § 375.35(a) (2) of Part 
375 of the Board’s Special Regulations, 
which permits certain free transporta- 
tion to blind sector points, to reflect that 
blind sector operations would be author- 
ized pursuant to Part 216. 

Several comments were received in re- 
sponse to the rule making notice; how- 
ever, none relate to the proposed amend- 
ment to Part 375. In ER-525, issued 
simultaneously herewith, the Board 
adopted the proposed new Part 216, es- 
sentially as proposed. It therefore be- 
comes necessary to adopt the cor- 
relative and technical amendment of 
§ 375.35 (a) (2). 
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Accordingly the Board hereby amends 
§ 375.35(a) (2) of Part 375 of its Spe- 
cial Regulations (14 CFR 375.35(a) 
(2)), effective February 19, 1968, to read 
as follows: 


§ 375.35 Free transportation. 


(a) * * * 


(2) Between a point in the United 
States named in the carrier’s section 402 
'permit, and a point outside the United 
‘States not named in the permit, when 
authorized in accordance with the pro- 
visions of Part 216 of this chapter to car- 
ry blind sector traffic to or from such un- 
named foreign point; and 

* a 7 7 > 

(Secs. 204(a) and 1108(b) of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, 72 Stat. 
743, 798; 49 U.S.C. 1324, 1508(b) ) 


By the Civil Aeronautics Board. 
Effective. February 19, 1968. 
Adopted. January 15, 1968. 


[SEAL] HAROLD R. SANDERSON, 
Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-766; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:48 a.m.] 


SUBCHAPTER E—ORGANIZATION REGULATIONS 
[Reg. No. OR-29] 


PART 385—DELEGATIONS AND RE- 
VIEW OF ACTION UNDER DELEGA- 
TION; NONHEARING MATTERS 


Delegation to the Director, Bureau of 
Operating Rights 


Adopted by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board at its office in Washington, D.C., 
on the 15th day of January 1968. 

In ER-525, issued simultaneously here- 
with, the Board is adopting a new Part 
216 of the Economic Regulations, which 
inter alia, provides for issuance of ‘“‘Spe- 
cial Authorizations” authorizing foreign 
air carriers to commingle “blind sector 
traffic” (not moving in air transporta- 
tion) with foreign air transportation 
traffic on a flight operating pursuant to 
the authority of a permit issued under 
section 402 of the act. With respect to 
blind sector operations which are un- 
opposed, and involve only a single flight 
or series of flights to be performed within 
a 30-day period, the Board believes that 
it is appropriate to provide for issuance 
of temporary Part 216 Special Author- 
izations pursuant to delegatec authority. 
Such delegation will enable the staff to 
deal effectively with emergency situa- 
tions requiring prompt action, and re- 
quests for authorization to engage in 
incidental or sporadic blind sector car- 
riage of little economic significance.* 

Since this amendment is a rule of in- 
ternal agency organization and proce- 
dure, notice and public procedure 
thereon are not required. 

Accordingly, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board hereby amends Part 385 of its 


1In the event that the need for a blind 
sector authorization of this nature should 
exceed the 30-day period of approval, renewal 
of a Special Authorization issued under dele- 
gated authority would be required. 
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Organization Regulations (14 CFR Part 
385) by adding a new paragraph (v) to 
§ 385.13, effective February 19, 1968, to 
read as follows: 


§ 385.13 Delegation to the Director, Bu- 
reau of Operating Rights. 


* + * * * 


(v) Approve issuance, for temporary 
periods not to exceed 30 days, of Special 
Authorizations provided for in § 216.4 of 
this chapter (Economic Regulations), 
when no person disclosing a substantial 
interest protests. 


(Sec. 204(a) (72 Stat. 743; 49 U.S.C. 1324). 
Interpret or apply secs. 402 and 1108(b) (72 
Stat. 757, 798; 49 U.S.C. 1372, 1508(b)), and 
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1961 (26 F.R. 
5989) ) 


By the Civil Aeronautics Board. 
Effective. February 19, 1968. 
Adopted. January 15, 1968. 


[SEAL] HAROLD R. SANDERSON, 
Secretary. 


68-767; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:49 a.m.] 


Title 47—TELECOMMUNICATION 


Chapter |—Federal Communications 
Commission 


PART 13—COMMERCIAL RADIO 
OPERATORS 


Order Regarding Term of Licenses 


[F.R. Doc. 


and Eligibility for New License 


In the matter of amendment of Part 
13 of the Commission’s rules to specify 
Federal Aviation Administration in lieu 
of Federal Aviation Agency. 

The Commission has under considera- 
tion certain editorial amendments of 
Part 13 of its rules concerning references 
to the Federal agency which issues air- 
craft pilot certificates. The name of that 
agency has recently been changed from 
Federal Aviation Agency to Federal 
Aviation Administration. 

Sections 13.4(c) and 13.5(a) should 
be amended to include the new name of 
the agency. 

The amendments adopted herein are 
editorial in nature and not substantive 
and therefore compliance with the re- 
quirements of Title 5, United States 
Code, section 553 is unnecessary. 

It is ordered, Pursuant to delegated 
authority of § 0.261 of the Commission’s 
rules and to authority contained in sec- 
tions 4(i), 5(d)(1), and 303(r) of 
the Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, that §§ 13.4(c) and 13.5(a) of 
the rules are amended as set forth below 
effective January 19, 1968. 

(Secs. 4, 5, 303, 48 Stat., as amended, 1066, 
1068, 1082; 47 U.S.C. 154, 155, 303) 


Adopted: January 15, 1968. 
Released: January 16, 1968. 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
CoMMISSION, 
Ben F. WAPLE, 
Secretary. 


[SEAL] 


Part 13 of Chapter I of Title 47 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations is amended 
as follows: 

1. Section 13.4(c) is amended to read 
as follows: 


§ 13.4 Term of licenses. 


* * * * + 


(c) A commercial operator license, of 
any grade, granted to an alien aircraft 
pilot under a waiver of the U.S. na- 
tionality provisions of section 303(1) of 
the Communications Act, until such 
time as the question of a national se- 
curity policy has been determined with 
respect to such persons will normally be 
issued for a period not in excess of 1 
year from the date of issuance. An op- 
erator license issued to an alien shall be 
valid only if the operator continues to 
hold an aircraft pilot certificate issued 
by the Federal Aviation Administration 
or one of its predecessor agencies and is 
lawfully in the United States. 


* * * . + 


2. Section 13.5(a) is amended to read 
as follows: 


§ 13.5 Eligibility for new license. 


(a) Commercial licenses are issued 
only to citizens and other nationals of 
the United States except, in the case of 
aliens who hold aircraft pilot certificates 
issued by the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration or one of its predecessor agen- 
cies, the Commission, if it finds that the 
public interest will be served thereby, 
may waive the requirement of USS. 
nationality. 

* + * > = 
[F.R. Doc. 68-756; Filed, Jan. 18, 
8:48 a.m.] 


Title 49—TRANSPORTATION 


Chapter X—Interstate Commerce 
Commission 


SUBCHAPTER A—GENERAL RULES AND 
REGULATIONS 


[Ex Parte No. MC-30] 
PART 1048—COMMERCIAL ZONES 
Cincinnati, Ohio Commercial Zone 


Order. At a session of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, Review Board 
Number 2, held at its office in Washing- 
ton, D.C., on the 27th day of December 
1967. 

It appearing, that on May 4, 1966, the 
Commission, division 1, made and filed 
its order on further consideration in this 
proceeding, modifying, in part, its prior 
order, 94 M.C.C. 766, modifying the lim- 
its of the zone adjacent to and commer- 
cially a part of Cincinnati, Ohio, contem- 
plated by section 203(b) (8) of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 303 
(b) (8)); 

It further appearing, that by joint 
petition filed September 5, 1967, Asso- 
ciated Transport, Inc., Ecklar-Moore 
Express, Inc., and McDuffee Motor 
Freight, Inc., seek modification so as to 
include an additional area within the 
limits of the commercial zone of Cin- 


1968; 


REGISTER, VOL. 33, NO. 13—FRIDAY, JANUARY 19, 1968 





cinnati, Ohio: And good cause appearing 
therefor: 

It is ordered, That the proceeding be, 
and it is hereby, reopened for reconsid- 
eration. 

It is further ordered, That § 1048.7 as 
prescribed in the order entered in this 
proceeding on May 4, 1966 (49 CFR 
1048.7) be, and it is hereby, vacated and 
set aside in the following revision is 
hereby substituted in lieu thereof: 

It is further ordered, That § 1048.7 of 
Chapter X of Title 49 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations be amended to read 
as follows: 


§ 1048.7 Cincinnati, Ohio. 


The zone adjacent to and commercially 
a part of Cincinnati, Ohio, within which 
transportation by motor vehicle, in inter- 
state or foreign commerce, not under a 
common control, management, or ar- 
rangement for a continuing carriage to 
or from a point beyond the zone is par- 
tially exempt from regulation under 
section 203(b) (8) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act (49 U.S.C. 303(b)(8)), in- 
cludes and is comprised of all points as 
follows: 


Addyston, Ohio. 
Cheviot, Ohio. 
Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Cleves, Ohio. 


Mariemont, Ohio. 
North Bend, Ohio. 
Norwood, Ohio. 
St. Bernard, Ohio. 
Elmwood Place, Ohio. Covington, Ky. 
Fairfax, Ohio. Newport, Ky. 


That part of Ohio bounded by a line com- 
mencing at the intersection of the Colerain- 
Springfield Township line and corporate lim- 
its of Cincinnati, Ohio, and extending along 
said township line in a northerly direction 
to its intersection with the Butler-Hamilton 
County line, thence in an easterly direction 
along said county line to its intersection 
with Ohio Highway 4, thence in a northerly 
direction along Ohio Highway 4 to its inter- 
section with Mulhauser Road, thence in an 
easterly direction along said road to the 
Fairfield Township-Union Township line, 
thence northward along said township line 
to its intersection with the right-of-way of 
the Pennsylvania Railroad Co., thence south- 
easterly along the right-of-way of the Penn- 
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sylvania Railroad Co. to its intersection with 
Princeton-Glendale Road (Ohio Highway 
747), thence southward along said road to 
its intersection with Mulhauser Road, thence 
in an easterly direction along said road to 
the terminus thereof west of the tracks of 
the Pennsylvania Railroad, thence continu- 
ing in an easterly direction in a straight line 
to Allen Road, thence along the latter to the 
junction thereof with Cincinnati-Dayton 
Road, thence in a southerly direction along 
Cincinnati-Dayton Road to the Butler- 
Hamilton County line, thence along the said 
county line and the Warren-Hamilton 
County line in an easterly direction to the 
Symmes-Sycamore Township line, thence in 
a southerly direction along the Symmes- 
Sycamore Township line to its intersection 
with the Columbia Township line, thence in 
a westerly direction along the Sycamore- 
Columbia Township line to Madeira Town- 
ship, thence in a clockwise direction around 
the boundary of Madeira Township to the 
Sycamore-Columbia Township line, thence in 
a westerly direction along said township line 
to Silverton Township, thence in a southerly 
direction along the _ Silverton-Columbia 
Township line to the Cincinnati corporate 
limits, thence in a southerly direction along 
said corporate limits to junction with Red- 
bank Road, thence in a southerly direction 
over Redbank Road to the Cincinnati cor- 
porate limits. 

That part of Kenton County, Ky., lying on 
and north of a line commencing at the 
intersection of the Kenton-Boone County line 
and Dixie Highway (U.S. Highways 25 and 
42), and extending over said highway to the 
corporate limits of Covington, Ky., including 
communities on the described line. 

That part of Campbell County, Ky., lying 
on and north of a line commencing at the 
south corporate limits of Newport, Ky., and 
extending along Licking Pike (Kentucky 
Highway 9) to junction with Johns Hill 
Road, thence along Johns Hill Road to junc- 
tion with Alexandria Pike (U.S. Highway 27), 
thence northward along Alexandria Pike to 
junction with River Road (Kentucky High- 
way 445), thence over the latter to the Ohio 
River, including communities on the de- 
scribed line. 

That part of Boone County, Ky., bounded 
by a line beginning at the Boone-Kenton 
County line west of Erlanger, Ky., and ex- 
tending in a northwesterly direction along 
Donaldson Highway to the Greater Cincin- 
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nati Airport, thence clockwise around the 
outer perimeter of said airport to the north- 
ern tip thereof, thence in a northeasterly 
direction along Kentucky Highway 1334 to 
junction with Kentucky Highway 20, and 
thence along the latter to the Boone-Kenton 
County line. 

That part of Boone and Kenton Counties, 
Ky., bounded by a line commencing at the 
intersection of the Boone-Kenton County 
line with the southern corporate limits of 
Elsmere, Ky., and extending in a southerly 
direction along said county line approxi- 
mately 0.9 mile to the northern boundary 
of the Northern Kentucky Industrial FPoun- 
dation, thence in a westerly direction along 
said boundary to its intersection with the 
southern corporate limits of Florence, Ky., 
thence in a westerly direction along said 
corporate limits to their intersection with 
U.S. Highway 42, thence in a southwesterly 
direction along said highway to its inter- 
section with Interstate Highway 75, thence 
in a southerly direction along Interstate 
Highway 75 to a point 2 miles south of the 
Florence, Ky., corporate limits, thence in a 
straight line in a northeasterly direction to 
Richardson Road, thence in an easterly di- 
rection over Richardson Road to junction 
with Kentucky State Route 1303 (Turkeyfoot 
Road), thence in a northerly direction over 
Kentucky State Route 1303 to the southern 
boundary of Edgewood, Kenton County, Ky. 


(49 Stat. 543, as amended, 544, as amended, 
546, as amended; 49 U.S.C. 302, 303, 304) 


It is further ordered, That this order 
shall become effective on March 1, 1968, 
and shall continue in effect until the 
further order of the Commission. 

And it is further ordered, That notice 
of this order shall be given to the general 
public by depositing a copy thereof in 
the Office of the Secretary of the Com- 
mission, at Washington, D.C., and by 
filing a copy with the Director, Office of 
the Federal Register. 


By the Commission, Review Board 
No. 2. 


[SEAL] H. Neri Garson, 


Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-745; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Bureau of Employment Security 
[ 20 CFR Part 602 ] 


ALIENS PERFORMING TEMPORARY 
LABOR 


Minimum Wages 


Pursuant to section 214(c) of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1184(c)), as implemented by 8 CFR 
214.2(h), regulations have been estab- 
lished (20 CFR 602.10, 602.10a, and 
602.10b; 32 F.R. 4569) setting forth the 
policies that will be followed in the cer- 
tification and use of temporary foreign 
labor for agricultural employment in the 
United States. These policies establish 
minimum standards with regard to 
wages (20 CFR 602.10b(a)(1)) which 
must be offered to United States workers 
before certification to permit the admis- 
sion of foreign workers will be made and 
which must be afforded foreign workers 
upon admission. 

As most of these wage rates have not 
been reviewed for approximately 1 year, 
I have decided to and do hereby com- 
mence public proceedings to determine 
whether any adjustments are now ap- 
propriate. In doing so I intend to give 
particular emphasis to the question of 
what criteria or self-executing formula 
could be instituted for determining future 
rate adjustments which are necessary to 
prevent adverse effect upon U.S. workers, 
thus obviating the future need for ex- 
tensive public proceedings. 

Accordingly, all interested persons are 
invited to submit data, views, or argu- 
ment either orally or in writing con- 
cerning this subject to a duly assigned 
hearing examiner appointed under sec- 
tion 11 of the Administrative Procedure 
Act on January 29, 1968, at the USS. 
Department of Labor Building, Room 
216, 14th Street and Constitution Avenue 
NW., Washington, D.C., or on Janu- 
ary 31, 1968, at the Federal Building, 
450 Golden Gate Avenue, Room 13450, 
San Francisco, California. Both of these 
proceedings will commence at 10 a.m. 

The proceedings shall be stenograph- 
ically reported. Transcripts will be made 
available to interested persons on such 
terms as the hearing examiner shall 
prescribe. The hearing examiner shall 
regulate the proceedings, dispose of pro- 
cedural requests, objections, and related 
matters and confine the proceedings to 
the matters pertinent to those herein- 
before stated. After the record has been 
closed, the hearing examiner shall cer- 
tify it to me for determination of what 
changes, if any, should be made in the 
regulations of the Department of Labor 
concerning the minimum wage rates 
which must be offered to U.S. agricul- 
tural workers and afforded to foreign 
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workers in order to prevent adverse 
effect upon U.S. workers. 

Persons who do not attend the oral 
proceeding may submit written com- 
ments by mailing them on or before Jan- 
uary 31, 1968, to the Secretary of Labor, 
U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, 
D.C. 20210. 


Signed at Washington, D.C., this 15th 
day of January 1968. 


W. WILLARD WIRTZ, 
Secretary of Labor. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-735; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 


DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


[14 CFR Part 711] 
[Airspace Docket No. 67-SW-94] 


TRANSITION AREA 
Proposed Alteration 


The Federal Aviation Administration 
is considering amending Part 71 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations to alter 
controlled airspace in the Harlingen, 
Tex., terminal area. 

Interested persons may submit such 
written data, views, or arguments as 
they may desire. Communications should 
be submitted in triplicate to the Chief, 
Air Traffic Division, Southwest Region, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Post 
Office Box 1689, Fort Worth, Tex. 76101. 
All communications received within 30 
days after publication of this notice in 
the FEDERAL REGISTER will be considered 
before action is taken on the proposed 
amendment. No public hearing is con- 
templated at this time, but arrangements 
for informal conferences with Federal 
Aviation Administration officials may be 
made by contacting the Chief, Air Traf- 
fic Division. Any data, views, or argu- 
ments presented during such conferences 
must also be submitted in writing in 
accordance with this notice in order to 
become part of the record for considera- 
tion. The proposal contained in this 
notice may be changed in the light of 
comments received. 

The official docket will be available for 
examination by interested persons at the 
Office of the Regional Counsel, Southwest 
Region, Federal Aviation Administration, 
Fort Worth, Tex. An informal Docket will 
also be available for examination at the 
Office of the Chief, Air Traffic Division. 

Harvey Richards Field, the present 
municipal airport is scheduled for aban- 
donment with operations subsequently 
relocated to the site of what was pre- 
viously known as Harlingen AFB, which 
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is presently called Harlingen Industrial 
Airpark, and which will be renamed as 
Harlingen Municipal Airport. 

The presently designated airspace will 
be retained until the additional airspace 
necessary to provide instrument capa- 
bility at the new municipal airport site 
has been effected. Additional changes in 
airspace dimensions, including the pos- 
sible deletion of the airspace now based 
on Harvey Richards Field (Municipal 
Airport) will be accomplished when the 
full extent of controlled airspace has 
been determined. 

The Harlingen, Tex., transition area, 
as described in § 71.181 (32 F.R. 2195) 
will be altered by adding “and that air- 
space extending upward from 1700 feet 
above the surface within a 5-mile radius 
of the (new) Harlingen Municipal Air- 
port (lat. 26°13'36’’ N., long. 97°39’10’’ 
N.) and within 2 miles each side of a 
360° bearing (351° magnetic) from the 
Harlingen RBN (lat. 26°18'17.8’' N., long. 
97°39’25.3’’ W.) extending from the RBN 
to 8 miles north; within 2 miles each side 
of a 180° bearing (171° magnetic) ex- 
tending from the RBN to the airport: 
and within 2 miles each side of the 
Harlingen VOR 118° radial (109° mag- 
netic) extending from the VOR to the 
airport.” 

This amendment is proposed under the 
authority of section 307(a) of the Fed- 
eral Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1348). 

Issued in Fort Worth, Tex., on January 
10, 1968. 

Henry L. NEwMan, 
Director, Southwest Region. 


68-729; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 


[F.R. Doc. 


[14 CFR Part 93] 
[Docket No. 8669, Notice 68-1] 


LORAIN COUNTY REGIONAL 
AIRPORT SPECIAL TRAFFIC 


Proposed Pattern Rule 


The Federal Aviation Administration is 
considering amending Part 93 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations by adding 
a new Subpart prescribing a special air- 
port traffic pattern for the Lorain County 
Regional Airport, Lorain County, Ohio. 

Interested persons are invited to par- 
ticipate in the making of the proposed 
rule by submitting such written data, 
views, or arguments as they may desire. 
Communications should identify the 
regulatory docket or notice number and 
be submitted in duplicate to the Federal 
Aviation Administration, Office of the 
General Counsel, Attention: Rules 
Docket, 800 Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20590. All communica- 
tions received on or before March 19, 
1968, will be considered by the Adminis- 
trator before taking action on the pro- 





posed rule. The proposal contained in 
this notice may be changed in light of 
comments received. All comments sub- 
mitted will be available, both before and 
after the closing date for comments, in 
the Rules Docket for examination by 
interested persons. 

The Lorain County Regional Airport 
Authority, organized and sponsored by 
the cities of Lorain and Elyria and the 
county of Lorain, Ohio, is engaged in the 
development of a new public use general 
aviation airport to be located in Lorain 
County, Ohio (latitude 41°20’41’’ N., 
longitude 82°10’48’’ W.) The airport will 
initially consist of one 5,000-foot north- 
east/southwest runway and is proposed 
to serve business and executive needs of 
the western and southwestern Cleveland 
Metropolitan area, and also to serve as a 
reliever airport for Cleveland Hopkins 
Airport. 

Objections to the proposed airport site 
have been received, based primarily on 
the premise that the airport would in- 
troduce serious aircraft noise nuisance 
problems to the citizens of Oberlin, Ohio, 
and would have a serious adverse affect 
on educational programs at Oberlin Col- 
lege and especially the Oberlin Conserva- 
tory of Music. According to representa- 
tives of Oberlin College, the proposed air- 
port would be so close to Oberlin College 
that it would necessitate the curtailment 
or elimination of some of the present 
curricula because of noise problems. 

Oberlin College is located approxi- 
mately 4 miles southwest of the proposed 
airport and 2.2 miles from the extended 
runway centerline. In a southwest depar- 
ture from the airport, a standard left 
traffic pattern would place much of the 
outgoing traffic over the college. In the 
case of traffic approaching the airport 
from the south or southwest, much of 
this approaching traffic might also be 
operated over or closely adjacent to the 
college. 

The Oberlin College Provost has stated 
that although the buildings at Oberlin 
have been built within the past few years, 
they were not built with the problem of 
aircraft noise in mind and therefore are 
not adequately insulated to provide pro- 
tection against such noise. The college 
has requested that a special airport traf- 
fic pattern be prescribed at the Lorain 
County Regional Airport to ensure that 
undue noise problems will not be created. 

In view of the foregoing, it is proposed 
that Part 93 be amended by adding a new 
Subpart I to read as follows: 


Subpart I—Lorain County Regional 
Airport 
Applicability. 

This subpart prescribes special air- 

port traffic pattern rules for the Lorain - 


County Regional Airport, Lorain County, 
Ohio. 


§ 93.111 


§ 93.113 Aircraft operations. 


Each person piloting an airplane land- 
ing at the Lorain County Regional Air- 
port shall enter the traffic pattern north 
of the airport and shall execute a right 
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traffic pattern for a landing to the south- 
west or a left traffic pattern for a land- 
ing to the northeast. Each person taking 
off from the airport shall execute a de- 
parture turn to the north as soon as 
practicable after takeoff. 

This amendment is proposed under au- 
thority of section 307(c) of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1348). 

Issued in Washington, D.C., on Jan- 
uary 12, 1968. 

ARCHIE W. LEAGUE, 
Director, Air Traffic Service. 


68-728; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 


[14 CFR Part 298 ] 
[Docket No. 19352; EDR-130A] 


CLASSIFICATION AND EXEMPTION 
OF AIR TAX! OPERATORS 


Liability Insurance Requirements and 
Letters of Registration; Supple- 
mental Notice 


[F.R. Doc. 


JANUARY 16, 1968. 


The Board in 32 F.R. 17598 and by 
circulation of EDR-130, dated December 
5, 1967, gave notice that it had under 
consideration an amendment to Part 298 
which would require all air taxi operators 
to maintain liability insurance coverage 
and register with the Board. Interested 
persons were invited to participate in 
the proceeding by submission of twelve 
(12) copies of written data, views, or 
arguments pertaining thereto, addressed 
to the Docket Section of the Board on 
or before January 22, 1968. 

The National Air Taxi Conference, 
which has a membership of about 250 
air taxi operators, has requested that the 
deadline for filing comments be extended 
for 1 week so that it may fully coordinate 
its position and comments with its 
members. 

The undersigned finds that good cause 
has been shown for the extension of time 
requested. Accordingly, pursuant to 
authority delegated in § 385.20(d) of the 
Board’s Organization Regulations, effec- 
tive June 21, 1967, the undersigned here- 
by extends the time for submitting com- 
ments to January 29, 1968. 

All relevant communications received 
on or before January 29, 1968, will be 
considered by the Board before taking 
action on the proposed rule. Copies of 
these communications will be available 
for examination in the Docket Section, 
Room 710 Universal Building, 1825 Con- 
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 
upon receipt thereof. 


(Sec. 204(a), Federal Aviation Act of 1958, 
as amended, 72 Stat. 743; 49 US.C. 1324) 


By the Civil Aeronautics Board. 


[SEAL] ARTHUR H. Simms, 
Associate General Counsel, 
Rules and Rates Division. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-768; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:49 a.m.] 
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FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 


[46 CFR Part 524] 
[Docket No. 68-4] 


NONEXCLUSIVE TRANSSHIPMENT 
AGREEMENTS 


Proposed Exemption Regulations 


Notice is hereby given that the Federal 
Maritime Commission (hereinafter 
“Commission”) is considering the pro- 
mulgation of a rule which will exempt 
nonexclusive transshipment agreements 
from the approval requirements of sec- 
tion 15 of the Shipping Act, 1916 (39 
Stat. 733; 46 U.S.C. 814). 

It appears that there is no regulatory 
need for the Commission to require ap- 
proval of nonexclusive section 15 trans- 
shipment agreements as they are con- 
sidered to be of inconsequential effect 
upon the interstate and foreign com- 
merce of the United States. 

Transshipment agreements are con- 
sidered anticompetitive only where the 
arrangements between the parties are 
exclusive, i.e., second carriers agree not 
to accept through cargo from any other 
carrier while first carriers agree to trans- 
ship only via these second carriers; or 
where the agreements include arrange- 
ments other than transshipment which 
are anticompetitive in effect. Such anti- 
competitive transshipment agrcements 
will continue to require approval by the 
Commission (see Commission decisions 
in Dockets 65-17 and 65-19, Oct. 14, 
1966). 

In order to obtain exemption from the 
approval requirements of section 15, the 
following requirements must be met: 

(1) Conference agreements, where af- 
fected, shall be modified to provide for 
transshipment arrangements within the 
scope and structure of the conference. 

(2) Connecting carrier agreements 
shall be executed between the parties to 
the transshipment arrangement in a 
form set forth in the rule and shall be 
filed with the Commission. 

(3) Applicable tariffs shall set forth 
the conditions for transshipment. 

Therefore, pursuant to section 4 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (5 USC 
553) and sections 15, 35, and 43 of the 
Shipping Act, 1916, (46 U.S.C. 814, 833a, 
and 841la), a new part is proposed to be 
added to Title 46 CFR as follows: 


PART 524—EXEMPTION OF NON- 
EXCLUSIVE TRANSSHIPMENT 
AGREEMENTS FROM THE AP- 
PROVAL RQUIREMENTS OF SEC- 
TION 15, SHIPPING ACT, 1916 


Sec. 

524.1 
524.2 
524.3 


Statement of policy and purpose. 

Definition. 

Requirements to be met to obtain 
exemption from the requirements 
of Commission approval. 

Form of connecting carrier agree- 
ment. 

Termination of approved transship- 
ment agreements. 


524.4 
524.5 
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Sec. 
524.6 Compliance with the filing and ap- 
proval requirements of Section 15. 
AvutTHority: The provisions of this Part 
524 are issued under secs. 15, 35, and 43, 


Shipping Act, 1916; (46 U.S.C. 814, 833a, 
and 841la). 


§ 524.1 Statement of policy and purpose. 


Section 35 of the Shipping Act, 1916, 
provides that the Commission, upon ap- 
plication or on its own motion, may by 
order or rule exempt for the future any 
class of agreements between persons sub- 
ject to the Act, or any specified activity 
of such persons from any requirement of 
the Shipping Act, 1916, or the Inter- 
coastal Shipping Act, 1933, where it finds 
that such exemption will not substanti- 
ally impair effective regulation by the 
Federal Maritime Commission, be un- 
justly discriminatory, or be detrimental 
to commerce. The purpose of this part is 
to prescribe conditions under which non- 
exclusive transshipment agreements will 
L2 exempted from the approval require- 
ments of section 15, Shipping Act, 1916. 


§ 524.2 Definition. 


A nonexclusive transshipment agree- 
ment for the purpose of this part is an 
agreement between a carrier serving a 
port of origin and a carrier serving a 
port of destination to establish a through 
rate between such ports, which agree- 
ment does not prohibit either carrier 
from entering into similar agreements 
with other carriers. 


§ 524.3 Conditions to be met to obtain 
exemption from the requirements of 
Commission approval. 


(a) Conference agreements shall be 
modified, where necessary, to provide 
for transshipment arrangements within 
the scope of the applicable conference. 

(b) Connecting carrier agreements 
shall be executed between the parties to 
the transshipment arrangement in the 
form set forth in § 524.4 and filed with 
the Commission for information but not 
for approval. 

(c) The applicable tariff or tariffs 
shall provide: 

(1) The through rate; 


(2) The routings (origin, transship- 
ment, and destination ports) ; additional 
charges, if any (i.e. port arbitrary and/ 
or additional transshipment charges) ; 
and participating carriers; and, 

(3) A tariff provision substantially as 
follows: 


The rules, regulations, and rates in this 
tariff apply to all transshipment arrange- 


PROPOSED RULE MAKING 


ments between the publishing carrier or 
carriers and the participating connecting or 
feeder carriers. Participating connecting or 
feeder carriers, party to transshipment ar- 
rangements, have agreed to observe the rules, 
regulations, rates, and routings established 
herein as evidenced by a connecting carrier 
agreement on file with the Commission. 


§ 524.4 Form of connecting carrier 
agreement. 


Form of connecting carrier agree- 
ment which must be filed with the Com- 
mission is as follows: 


CONNECTING CARRIER AGREEMENT No. 


Agreement between 
(herein referred to as the prime carrier), 
and (herein re- 
ferred to as the connecting carrier). 

1. This agreement covers and is restricted 
to the transportation of 


carrier in the trade from/between ports 
i to/and ports in 
with transshipment at 
2. The connecting carrier, insofar as its 
functions under this agreement are con- 
cerned, concurs in and shall comply with all 
the terms, conditions, rates, rules, regula- 
tions and transshipment routes of the ap- 
plicable tariff(s) published by 
identified as 
(tariff name) 
; and filed with the Commission 
pursuant to section 18(a) and (b) of the 
Shipping Act, 1916. 
3. The through rate shall be apportioned 
on the basis of percent to the prime 


carrier and percent to the connecting 
carrier.* 


4. The expenses of transshipment of such 
cargo shall be absorbed on the basis of 
---- percent by the prime carrier and 
percent by the connecting carrier. 


5. This agreement does not bind any of 
the parties hereto to transship exclusively 
with the other. 


6. Any party to this agreement may ter- 
minate its participation herein by giving 
thirty (30) days written notice to the other. 
A copy of such notice shall be promptly dis- 
patched to the Commission. 

7. This agreement shall terminate con- 
currently with the cancellation of the appli- 
cable tariff. 


8. This agreement and/or any modification 
thereof shall not be effective prior to the 
effective date of the applicable tariff(s), 
and supersedes approved Federal Maritime 
Commission Agreement No, ------. 


1 Variable—paragraphs 3 and 4 may be ex- 
panded to show more detail or minimum 
revenue to one party. 


(Name & Title) 
CONNECTING CARRIER 


(Name & Title) 


§ 524.5 Termination of approved trans- 
shipment agreements. 


Approved transshipment agreements 
now on file with the Commission may be 
terminated and the transshipment op- 
erations continued pursuant to the ex- 
emption rule upon application of the 
parties and compliance with all require- 
ments of this part. 


§ 524.6 Compliance with the filing and 
approval requirements of section 15. 


Notwithstanding the exemption pro- 
visions of this part, persons subject to 
section 15 who nevertheless desire Com- 
mission approval of transshipment 
agreements may continue to file such 
agreements with the Commission for 
section 15 determination and approval 
in accordance with currently applicable 
procedures. 


Interested persons may participate in 
this rulemaking proceeding by filing with 
the Secretary, Federal Maritime Com- 
mission, Washington, D.C. 20573, on or 
before February 19, 1968, an original and 
15 copies of their views or arguments per- 
taining to the proposed rules. All sug- 
gestions for changes in the text as set 
out above should be accompanied by 
drafts of the language thought neces- 
sary to accomplish the desired change 
and should be supported by statements 
and arguments relating the proposed 
change to the purposes of sections 15, 
35, and 43 of the Shipping Act, 1916 (46 
U.S.C. 814, 833a, and 841la). 

The Federal Maritime Commission, 
Bureau of Compliance, Office of Hearing 
Counsel shall participate in the proceed- 
ing and shall file reply to comments on 
or before March 4, 1968, by serving an 
original and 15 copies on the Federal 
Maritime Commission and one copy on 
each party who filed written comments. 
Answers to Hearing Counsel’s replies 
shall be submitted to the Federal Mari- 


time Commission on or before March 15, 
1968. 


By order of the Federal Maritime 
Commission. 


[SEAL] Tuomas LISI, 


Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-743; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


Bureau of Customs 
[Anti¢umping—ATS 643.3-r] 
POTASSIUM CHLORIDE FROM FRANCE 
Antidumping Proceeding Notice 


JaNuarRY 15, 1968. 


On October 17, 1967, information 
was received in proper form pursuant to 
the provisions of § 14.6(b) of the Customs 
Regulations indicating a possibility that 
potassium chloride, otherwise known as 
muriate of potash, imported from France 
is being, or is likely to be, sold at less than 
fair value within the meaning of the 
Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended (19 
U.S.C. 160 et seq.). 

Potassium chloride is primarily used 
in the manufacture of fertilizer. 

The information was submitted by 
Rosenberg and Blenden, Carlsbad, 
N. Mex. 

Ordinarily, merchandise is considered 
to be sold at less than fair value when 
the net, f.o.b. factory price for exporta- 
tion to the United States is less than the 
net, f.o.b. factory price to purchasers in 
the home market, or, where appropriate, 
to purchasers in other countries, after 
due allowance is made for differences in 
quantity and circumstances of sale. 

Having conducted a summary investi- 
gation, and having determined on this 
basis that there are grounds for so doing, 
the Bureau of Customs is instituting an 
inquiry pursuant to the appropriate 
provisiorts of the Customs Regulations to 
determine the validity of the information. 

A summary of the information 
received from all sources is as follows: 


The information received tends to indi- 
cate that the prices for home consumption 
are higher than the prices for the mer- 
chandise sold for exportation to the United 
States. 


This notice is published pursuant to 


§ 14.6(d) (1) (i) of the Customs Regula- 
tions (19 CFR 14.6(d) (1) (i)). 


LESTER D. JOHNSON, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-759; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:48 a.m.] 





[Antidumping—ATS 643.3-r] 


POTASSIUM CHLORIDE FROM 
WEST GERMANY 


Antidumping Proceeding Notice 


JANUARY 15, 1968. 

On October 17, 1967, information was 
received in proper form pursuant to the 
provisions of § 14.6(b) of the Customs 
Regulations indicating a possibility that 
potassium chloride, otherwise known as 
muriate of potash, imported from West 
Germany, is being, or is likely to be, 


Notices 


sold at less than fair value within the 
meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921, 
as amended (19 U.S.C. 160 et seq.). 

Potassium chloride is primarily used 
in the manufacture of fertilizer. 

The information was submitted by 
Rosenberg and Blenden, Carlsbad, N. 
Mex. 

Ordinarily, merchandise is considered 
to be sold at less than fair value when 
the net, f.o.b. factory price for exporta- 
tion to the United States is less than the 
net, f.o.b. factory price to purchasers in 
the home market, or, where appropriate, 
to purchasers in other countries, after 
due allowance is made for differences in 
quantity and circumstances of sale. 

Having conducted a summary investi- 
gation, and having determined on this 
basis that there are grounds for so doing, 
the Bureau of Customs is instituting an 
inquiry pursuant to the appropriate pro- 
visions of the Customs Regulations to 
determine the validity of the informa- 
tion. 

A summary of the information re- 
ceived from all sources is as follows: 

The information received tends to indicate 
that the prices for home consumption are 
higher than the prices for the merchandise 
sold for exportation to the United States. 


This notice is published pursuant to 
§ 14.6(d) (1) (i) of the Customs Regula- 
tions (19 CFR 14.6(d) (1) (i)). 


LESTER D. JOHNSON, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-760; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:48 a.m.] 





Fiscal Service 
[Dept. Cir. 570, 1967 Rev., Supp. No. 6] 


ST. PAUL FIRE AND MARINE 
INSURANCE CO. 


Termination of Authority To Qualify 
as Surety on Federal Bonds and 
Change of Name 


The Certificate of Authority as an ac- 
‘ceptable surety on Federal bonds issued 
by the Secretary of the Treasury under 
date of June 1, 1967, to the St. Paul Fire 
and Marine Insurance Co., St. Paul, 
Minn., a Minnesota corporation, under 
the Act of Congress approved July 30, 
1947 (6 (U.S.C. 6-13), is hereby termi- 
nated effective as of midnight Decem- 
ber 31, 1967. 

Pursuant to a Reinsurance and Reor- 
ganization Agreement, approved by the 
Commissioner of Insurance of the State 
of Minnesota on December 13, 1967, and 
effective as of midnight December 31, 
1967, St. Paul Mercury Insurance Co., 
St. Paul, Minn., acquired certain assets 
and assumed all of the insurance liabili- 
ties of the St. Paul Fire and Marine In- 
surance Co., which withdrew from the 
insurance business and adopted the name 
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The St. Paul Cos., Inc. At the same time, 

the name of the St. Paul Mercury In- 

surance Co. was changed to St. Paul Fire 
and Marine Insurance Co. A copy of the 

Reinsurance and Reorganization Agree- 

ment is on file in the Treasury Depart- 

ment, Bureau of Accounts, Audit Staff, 

Washington, D.C. 20226. 

A certificate of authority dated Jan- 
uary 1, 1968 has been issued under the 
above Act of Congress to the following 
company, replacing the _ certificate 
dated June 1, 1967, issued to the St. Paul 
Mercury Insurance Co. 

An underwriting limitation of $15 mil- 
lion has been established for the com- 
pany. Further details as to the extent 
and localities with respect to which the 
company is acceptable as surety on Fed- 
eral bonds will appear in the next revi- 
sion of Department Circular 570, to be 
issued as of June 1, 1968. Copies of the 
circular, when issued, may be obtained 
from the Treasury Department, Bureau 
of Accounts, Audit Staff, Washington, 
D.C. 20226. 

Name of company, location of principal 
executive office, and State in which incor- 
porated: 

St. Paul Fire and Marine Insurance Co. 
St. Paul, Minn. 
Minnesota 


In view of the foregoing, no action 
need be taken by bond-approving officers, 
by reason of the reorganization, with 
respect to any bond or other obligation 
in favor of the United States, or in which 
the United States has an interest, direct 
or indirect, issued on or before Decem- 
ber 31, 1967, by the St. Paul Fire and 
Marine Insurance Co. or the St. Paul 
Mercury Insurance Co., pursuant to the 
certificates of authority issued to the 
companies by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. 


Dated: January 15, 1968. 
JOHN K. CaRLOcCK, 
Fiscal Assistant Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-761; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:48 a.m.] 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Office of Alien Property 
[Claim 58650] 
LUCETTE GEORGETTE ALMANZOR 


Notice of Intention To Return Vested 
Property 


Pursuant to section 82(f) of the Trad- 
ing With the Enemy Act, as amended, 
notice is hereby given of intention to 
return, on or after 30 days from the date 
of publication hereof, the following prop- 
erty, subject to any increase or decrease 
resulting from the administration there- 
of prior to return, and after adequate 


19, 1968 








provision for taxes and conservatory 
expenses: 


Claimant, Claim No., Property and Location 


Lucette (Lucie) Georgette Almanzor, 25 
ter, route des Gardes Meudon (Seine et 
Oise), France; Claim No. 58650; Vesting 
Order Nos. 500A-1 and 3430; $76.49 in the 
Treasury of the United States. All right, 
title, interest, and claim of whatsoever kind 
or nature in and to every license, agreement, 
privilege, power, and every right of whatso- 
ever nature, including but not limited to 
all monies and amounts, by way of royalties, 
shares of profits or other emolument, and 
all causes of action accrued or to accrue 
relating to the works entitled “Journey to 
the End of the Night” and “Death on the In- 
stallment Plan” vested by Vesting Order 
Nos. 500A-1 and 3430 to the extent owned 
by Louis-Ferdinand Destouches, also known 
as Louis-Ferdinand Celine, immediately 
prior to vesting, and his successor in interest, 
Lucette (Lucie) Georgette Almanzor. 


Executed at Washington, DC., 
January 16, 1968. 


For the Attorney General. 


EDWIN L. WEISL, Jr., 
Assistant Attorney General, 
Civil Division, Director, Office 
of Alien Property. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-737; Filed, Jan. 
8:46 a.m.] 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Bureau of Land Management 
[S-965] 


CALIFORNIA 


Notice of Classification of Public Lands 
for Multiple-Use Management 


JANUARY 10, 1968. 

1. Pursuant to the Act of September 
19, 1964 (78 Stat. 986; 43 U.S.C. 1411-18) 
and to the regulations in 43 CFR Parts 
2410 and 2411, the public lands in para- 
graph 3 are classified for multiple use, 
together with any lands therein that may 
become public lands in the future. As 
used herein, “Public Lands” means any 
lands withdrawn or reserved by Execu- 
tive Order No. 6910 of November 26, 
1934, as amended, or within a grazing 
district established pursuant to the Act 
of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269), as 
amended, which are not otherwise with- 
drawn or reserved for a Federal use or 
purpose. 

Publication of this notice segregates 
the described lands from appropriation 
only under the agricultural land laws (43 
U.S.C. Chs. 7 and 9; 25 U.S.C. 334) and 
from sales under section 2455 of the Re- 
vised Statutes (43 U.S.C. 1171), and the 
lands described in paragraph 4 from ap- 
propriation under the mining laws (30 
U.S.C. Ch. 2). The lands shall remain 
open to all other applicable forms of 
appropriation. 

2. No adverse comments were received 
following publication of the notice of 
proposed classification (32 F.R. 14716, 
Oct. 24, 1967), or at the public hearing 


on 


18, 1968; 






NOTICES 





at Fresno, California, which was held on 
November 8, 1967. No changes have been 
made in the list of lands included in this 
classification. The record showing re- 
action to the classification made by 
members of the public attending or in- 
terested in the hearing is on file and can 
be examined in the Folsom District Of- 
fice, Folsom, California. 


3. The public lands affected by this 
classification are located within the fol- 
lowing described areas and are shown on 
the Fresno-San Benito Planning Unit 
Classification Map, on file in the Folsom 
District Office, 63 Natoma Street, Fol- 
som, Calif., and on the Sacramento Land 
Office records, Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, 650 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, 
Calif.: 


MOUNT DIABLO MERIDIAN, CALIFORNIA 
BLOCK NO.I 
All public lands in: 


T.165S.,R.6E., 
Sec. 1. 
T.158., R. 7E., 
Secs 31, 32, and 33. 
T.165S.,R.7E., 
Secs. 4 to 10, inclusive, secs. 13 to 18, in- 
clusive, secs. 20, 24, 25, 29, 30, and 36. 
T.1758.,R.7E., 
Secs. 1 and 12, secs. 24 to 27, inclusive, and 
sec. 35. 
T.16S.,R.8E., 
Secs. 19, 30, 31, and 33. 


Except the following public lands: 


T.16S.,R.8E,, 
Sec. 33, SE4,NW% and NEY4SW\ 


BLOCK NO. If 
All public lands in: 


T.15S.,R.8E., 

Secs. 23 to 26, inclusive, secs. 35 and 36. 
T.16S.,R.8E., 

Secs. 1, 12, 13, and 24. 
T.13S.,R.9E., 

Secs. 23 to 26, inclusive, and secs. 33 to 36, 
inclusive. 

T.14S.,,R.9E., 

Secs. 1 to 4, inclusive, secs. 10 to 13, inclu- 

sive, secs. 24, 25, and 36. 
T.15S.,R.9E., 
Secs. 1 to 3, inclusive, secs. 10 to 15, inclu- 
sive, and secs. 19 to 36, inclusive. 

T.16S.,R.9E., 

Secs. 1 to 29, inclusive. 
T.18S.,R.9E., 

Secs. 12 and 13. 
T.13S.,R.10E., 

Secs 18, 19, and secs. 29 to 32, inclusive. 
T.14S.,R.10E., 

Secs. 1, 2, and secs. 5 to 36, inclusive. 
T.15S.,R.10E., 

Secs. 1 to 36, inclusive. 
T.16S.,R.10E., 

Secs. 1 to 30, inclusive, and secs. 32 to 36, 
inclus‘ve. 

T.175S., RB. 10 E., 

Secs. 1 to 4, inclusive, secs. 10 to 15, in- 
clusive, secs., 22 to 27, inclusive, and 
secs. 32 to 36, inclusive. 

T.18S.,R.10E., 

Secs. 1 to 26, inclusive. 
T.138S.,R.11E., 

Secs. 32 to 36, inclusive. 
T. 148.,R.11E., 

Secs. 1 to 36, inclusive. 
T.158.,R.11 E., 

Secs. 1 to 36, inclusive. 
T.168S.,R.11E., 

Secs. 1 to 36, inclusive. 
T.17S.,R.11E., 

Secs. 1 to 36, inclusive. 
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T.18S.,R.11E., 

Secs. 1 to 19, inclusive, secs. 23 to 26, in- 
clusive, secs. 30 and 36. R 

T.19S.,R.11 E., 

Secs. 1, 12, 13, 14, 17, secs. 19 to 27, in- 

clusive, and sec. 35. 
T.14S.,R.12E., 

Sec. 31. 

T.15S., R. 12 E., 

Secs. 5 to 8, inclusive, sec. 15, secs. 17 to 
22, inclusive, and secs. 27 to 35, inclu- 
sive. 

T.168., R.12 E., 

Secs. 1 to 36, inclusive. 
T.17S., R.12E., 

Secs. 1 to 36, inclusive. 
T.185S.,R.12E., 

Secs. 1 to 36, inclusive. 
T.198., R. 12 E., 

Secs. 1 to 30, inclusive, and secs. 33 to 36, 
inclusive. 

T.20S.,R.12E., 

Secs. 1, 2, secs. 11 to 14, inclusive, secs. 23 

and 24. 
T.16S., R. 13 E., 
Sec. 7, secs. 17 to 22, inclusive, and secs. 
26 to 34, inclusive. 

T.175S.,R.13E., 

Secs. 1 to 24, inclusive, and sec. 26. 
T.188., R. 13 E., 

Secs. 4 to 36, inclusive. 
T.19S., R. 13 E., 

Secs. 1 to 24, inclusive, secs. 30 and 31. 
T.20S., R. 13 E., 

Secs. 2 to 11, inclusive, secs. 14 to 29, in- 
clusive, and secs. 32 to 36, inclusive. 

T.218.,B.138 8. 
Secs. 1 to 4, inclusive, and secs. 10 to 13, 
inclusive. 
T.175S.,R.14E., 
Secs. 6, 7, 8, and 18. 
T.18S.,R.14E., 

Secs 18 to 22, inclusive, and secs. 26 to 

35, inclusive. 
T.19S.,R.14E., 
Secs. 2 to 11, inclusive, and secs. 14 to 19, 
inclusive. 
T.20S.,R.14E., 
Secs. 19, 30, and 31. 
T.21S.,,R.14E., 

Secs. 2 to 10, inclusive, secs. 15 to 18, 

inclusive, secs. 21, 22, 27, and 28. 


Except the following public lands: 


T.16S.,R.8E., 
Sec. 13, NW14NW. 
T.15S.,R.9 E., 
Sec. 19, lot 3 and SEY4,NE4; 
Sec. 29, SW14SE\%4; 
Sec. 30, SE4,SE\4; 
Sec. 31, lots 2, 3, and SEYNW\4; 
Sec. 32, NWY44NW. 
T.165S.,R.9 E., 
Sec. 4, NW14SE\,; 
dec. 8, SE4,SW,; 
Sec. 9, N14NE\%4; 
Sec. 10, SE144.NW%4; 
Sec. 11, NWY4NWi,;; 
Sec. 13, NW44NE\4; 
Sec. 17, SE44NE\%. 
T.18S.,R.9E., 
Sec. 12, NE44NE\%4. 
T.14S.,R.10E., 
Sec. 33, NW144SW\. 
T.16S.,R.10E., 
Sec. 15,S144SE\%; 
Sec. 20, SE%4,NE4; 
Sec. 21, NWY4NWY and NWY%4,SE%; 
Sec. 22, NEYNE\; 
Sec. 25, NW4SW\. 
T.158.,R.12E., 
Sec. 31, lot 13. 
T.16S.,R.12E., 
Sec. 6, lot 3. 
T.17S., R. 12 E., 
Sec. 7, lots 2, 3, and 4, 
T.19S.,R.13E., 
Sec. 31, lot 1. 





BLOCK NO. It 
A)l public lands in: 


T.228.,R.14E., 

Secs. 12, 13, 34, and 35. 
T.23S.,R.14E., 

Secs. 1, 2,3, and secs. 10 to 13, inclusive. 
T.22S., R. 15 E., 

Secs. 7, 12, 13, and secs. 17 to 36, inclusive. 
T.23S.,R.15E., 

Secs. 1 to 12, inclusive, secs. 14 to 23, in- 

clusive, and secs. 26 to 30, inclusive. 

T. 225S., R.16E., 

Secs. 6, 7, 18, 19, 30, and 31. 
T. 23 S., R. 16 E., 

Sec. 6. 


Except the following public lands? 


T.22S.,R.15E., 
Sec. 24, lot 4. 


BLOCK NO. Iv 
All public lands in: 


T.9S.,R.22E., 
Secs. 26, 27, 33, 34, and 35. 
T.10S., R. 22 E., 
Secs. 1 to 4, inclusive, secs. 9 to 11, inclu- 
sive, sec. 15. 


BLOCK NO. V 
All public lands in: 


T.215S.,R. 16E., 
Sec. 24. 

T.21S.,R.17E., 
Secs. 28 and 32. 


The public lands proposed to be classi- 
fied aggregate approximately 123,963 
acres. 

4. As provided in paragraph 1, the fol- 
lowing lands are further segregated from 
appropriation under the mining laws 
(totaling approximately 1,041 acres): 


Mount DtaBLo MERIDIAN, CALIFORNIA 
All public lands in: 


T.18S.,R.10E., 

Sec. 8, NEYSE\% and S1,SE\4; 

Sec. 9, SW. 
T.18S.,R.11E., 

Sec. 12, NE%4; 

Sec. 25, lots 3 and 4; 

Sec. 26, lot 8, and EY,SE4,SE\. 
T.95S., R. 22E., 

Secs. 26, 27, 33, 34, and 35. 
T.10S., R. 22 E., 

Secs. 1 to 4, inclusive, secs. 9 to 11, inclu- 

sive, sec. 15. 


5. For a period of 30 days from the 
date of publication of this notice in the 
FEDERAL REGISTER, this classification shall 
be subject to the exercise of administra- 
tive review and modification by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior as provided for in 
43 CFR 2411.2(c). 

E. J. PETERSEN, 
Acting State Director. 
68-664; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:45 a.m.] 


[F.R. Doc. 


[OR 181] 
OREGON 


Order Providing for Opening of 
Public Lands 


JANUARY 8, 1968. 


1. In an exchange of lands made under 
the provisions of section 8 of the Act of 
June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1272), as amended 
June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1976; 43 U.S.C. 


NOTICES 


315g), the following lands have been re- 
conveyed to the United States: 


WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN 


T.215S.,R.34E., 
Sec. 12,S14SW%. 
T.22S.,R.34E., 
Sec. 1, E4SE%. 
T.21S., R. 35 E., 
Sec. 21,5%4SW%; 
Sec. 26, NW14SE%4,3%SE\4; 
Sec. 35, NE. 


The areas described aggregate 520 
acres. 

2. The lands are located in Harney 
County. They are semiarid in character 
and are not suitable for farming. 

3. Subject to valid existing rights, the 
provisions of existing withdrawals, and 
the requirements of applicable law, the 
lands are hereby open to application, 
petition, location, and selection. All valid 
applications received at or prior to 10 
a.m., February 13, 1968, shall be consid- 
ered as simultaneously filed at that time. 
Those received thereafter shall be con- 
sidered in the order of filing. 

4. Inquiries concerning the lands 
should be addressed to the Chief, Divi- 
sion of Lands and Minerals, Program 
Management and Land Office, Post Of- 
fice Box 2965, Portland Oreg. 97208. 


VirciL O. SEISER, 
Chief, Branch of Lands. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-734; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Business and Defense Services 
Administration 


ALBERT EINSTEIN COLLEGE OF 
MEDICINE 


Notice of Decision on Application for 
Duty-Free Entry of Scientific Article 


The following is a decision on an appli- 
cation for duty-free entry of a scientific 
article pursuant to section 6(c) of the 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Ma- 
terials Importation Act of 1966 (Public 
Law 89-651;°80 Stat. 897) and the regu- 
lations issued thereunder (32 F.R. 2433 
et seq.). 

A copy of the record pertaining to this 


- decision is available for public review 


during ordinary business hours of the 
Department of Commerce, at the Office 
of Scientific and Technical Equipment, 
Department of Commerce, Room 5123, 
Washington, D.C. 20230. 

Docket No. 68-00139-33-46500. Appli- 
cant: Albert Einstein College of Medi- 
cine, 1300 Morris Park Avenue, Bronx, 
N.Y. 10461. Article: Ultramicrotome, 
Model LKB 8800A, Ultrotome III. Manu- 
facturer: LKB Produkter AB, Sweden. 
Intended use of article: The article will 
be used to prepare ultrathin sections 
of kidney tissue for observation in an 
electron microscope. Various equal thick- 
ness serial sections will be cut in long 
series of thicknesses between the values 
of 50 Angstroms and 2 microns. Com- 
ments: No comments have been received 
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with respect to this application. Decision: 
Application approved. No instrument or 
apparatus of equivalent scientific value 
to the foreign article, for the purposes for 
which such article is intended to be used, 
is being manufactured in the United 
States. Reasons: (1) For the purposes for 
which the foreign article is intended to 
be used, the applicant requires an ultra- 
microtome capable of cutting the thin- 
nest possible sections of biological 
specimens. The foreign article has the 
capability of cutting sections down to 50 
Angstroms (page 6, 1965 catalogue for 
the “Ultrotome III” Ultramicrotome, 
LKB Produkter AB, Stockholm, Sweden). 
The only known comparable domestic 
instrument, the Model MT-2 ultramicro- 
tome manufactured by Ivan Sorvall, Inc. 
(Sorvall), specifies a thin-sectioning 
capability of 100 Angstroms (page 11, 
1966 catalogue for Sorvall “Porter-Blum” 
MT-1 and MT-2 Ultramicrotomes, Ivan 
Sorvall, Inc., Norwalk, Conn.). The better 
thin-sectioning capability of the foreign 
article is pertinent because the thinner 
the section that can be examined under 
an electron microscope, the more it is 
possible to take advantage of the ulti- 
mate resolving power of the electron 
microscope. (2) The applicant requires 
an ultramicrotome capable of reproduc- 
ing a series of ultrathin sections with 
consistent accuracy and uniformity. We 
are advised by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (HEW) in its 
memorandum dated November 21, 1967, 
that this capability in the required 
dimensions and reliability can be fur- 
nished only with microtomes based on 
the thermal advance principle. The for- 
eign article is equipped with a thermal 
advance system for ultrathin sectioning, 
in addition to a mechanical advance for 
thicker sections (page 2 of catalogue on 
“Ultrotome ITI” cited above) . The Sorvall 
Model MT-2 is equipped only with a 
mechanical advance system for all thick- 
nesses. (See catalogue for Sorvall Model 
MT-2 cited above.) In connection with 
Docket No. 67-—00024—33-46500, which re- 
lates to an identical foreign article for 
which duty-free entry was requested, 
HEW advised that ultramicrotomes ém- 
ploying the mechanical advance utilize a 
system of gears to advance the specimen 
and, inherent in such systems are back- 
lash and slippage no matter how slight. 
HEW further advises that in mechanical 
systems the variation in thickness is 
bound to be greater than in thermal sys- 
tems even when both are functioning at 
their best. We therefore find that the 
thermal advance of the foreign article is 
pertinent to the purposes for which such 
article is intended to be used. (3) The 
foreign article incorporates a device 
which permits measuring the knife-angle 
setting to an accuracy of 1° (page 3 of 
catalogue on “Ultrotome III’), whereas 
no similar device is specified in the 
Sorvall catalogue. The capability of ac- 
curately measuring the setting of the 
knife-angle is pertinent because the 
thickness of the section is varied by 
varying the angle at which the knife 
enters the specimen. 
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For the foregoing reasons, we find that 
the Sorvall Model MT-2 ultramicrotome 
is not of equivalent scientific value to the 
foreign article, for the purposes for which 
such article is intended to be used. 

The Department of Commerce knows 
of no other instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
article, for the purposes for which such 
article is intended to be used, which is 
being manufactured in the United States. 


CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment, Busi- 
ness and Defense Services 
Administration. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-714; Filed, Jan. 18, 
8:45 am.] 


1968; 


ALBERT EINSTEIN COLLEGE OF 
MEDICINE 


Notice of Decision on Application for 
Duty-Free Entry of Scientific Article 


The following is a decision on an appli- 
cation for duty-free entry of a scientific 
article pursuant to section 6(c) of the 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Ma- 
terials Importation Act of 1966 (Public 
Law 89-651; 80 Stat. 897) and the regu- 
lations issued thereunder (32 F.R. 2433 
et seq.). 

A copy of the record pertaining to this 
decision is available for public review 
during ordinary business hours of the 
Department of Commerce, at the Office 
of Scientific and Technical Equipment, 
Department of Commerce, Room 5123, 
Washington, D.C. 20230. 

Docket No. 68—00138—-33-46500 Appli- 
cant: Albert Einstein College of Medi- 
cine, 1300 Morris Park Avenue, Bronx, 
N.Y. 10461. Article: Ultramicrotome, 
Model LKB 8800A, Ultrotome ITI. Manu- 
facturer: LKB Produkter AB, Sweden. 
Intended use of article: The article will 
be used to prepare ultrathin sections of 
kidney tissue for observation in an elec- 
tron microscope. Various equal thickness 
serial sections will be cut in long series of 
thicknesses between the values of 50 
Angstroms and 2 microns. Comments: 
No comments have been received with 
respect to this application. Decision: 
Application approved. No instrument or 
apparatus of equivalent scientific value 
to the foreign article, for the purposes 
for which such article is intended to be 
used, is being manufactured in the 
United States. Reasons: (1) For the pur- 
poses for which the foreign article is 
intended to be used, the applicant re- 
quires an ultramicrotome capable of cut- 
ting the thinnest possible sections of 
biological specimens. The foreign article 
has the capability of cutting sections 
down to 50 Angstroms (page 6, 1965 
catalogue for the “Ultrotome III” Ultra- 
microtome, LKB Produkter AB, Stock- 
holm, Sweden). The only known com- 
parable domestic instrument, the Model 
MT-2 ultramicrotome manufactured by 
Ivan Sorvall, Inc. (Sorvall), specifies 
a thin-sectioning capability of 100 Ang- 
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stroms (page 11, 1966 catalogue for 
Sorvall “Porter-Blum” MT-1 and MT-2 
Ultramicrotomes, Ivan Sorvall, Inc., 
Norwalk, Conn.). The better thin-sec- 
tioning capability of the foreign article is 
pertinent because the thinner the sec- 
tion that can be examined under an elec- 
trun microscope, the more it is possible 
to take advantage of the ultimate re- 
solving power of the electron microscope. 
(2) The applicant requires an ultra- 
microtome capable of reproducing a 
series of ultrathin sections with con- 
sistent accuracy and uniformity. We are 
advised by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (HEW) in its 
memorandum dated November 21, 1967, 
that this capability in the required 
dimensions and reliability can be fur- 
nished only with microtomes based on 
the thermal advance principle. The for- 
eign article is equipped with a thermal 
advance system for ultrathin sectioning, 
in addition to a mechanical advance for 
thicker sections (page 2 of catalogue 
on “Ultrotome III” cited above). The 
Sorvall Model MT-2 is equipped only 
with a mechancal advance system for all 
thicknesses. (See catalogue for Sorvall 
Model MT-2 cited above.) In connection 
with Docket No. 67-00024-33-46500, 
which relates to an identical foreign 
article for which duty-free entry was 
requested, HEW advised that ultramicro- 
tomes employing the mechanical advance 
utilize a system of gears to advance the 
specimen and, inherent in such systems 
are backlash and slippage no matter how 
slight. HEW further advises that in me- 
chanical systems the variation in thick- 
ness is bound to be greater than in 
thermal systems even when both are 
functioning at their best. We therefore 
find that the thermal advance of the 
foreign article is pertinent to the pur- 
poses for which such article is intended 
to be used. (3) The foreign article in- 
corporates a device which permits meas- 
uring the knife-angle setting to an ac- 
curacy of one degree (page 3 of catalogue 
on “Ultrotome ITI”), whereas no similar 
device is specified in the Sorvall cata- 
logue. The capability of accurately 
measuring the setting of the knife-angle 
is pertinent because the thickness of the 
section is varied by varying the angle at 
which the knife enters the specimen. 

For the foregoing reasons, we find 
that the Sorvall Model MT-2 ultramicro- 
tome is not of equivalent scientific value 
to the foreign article, for the purposes 
for which such article is intended to be 
used. 

The Department of Commerce knows 
of no other instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
article, for the purposes for which such 
article is intended to be used, which is 


being manufactured in the United States. 


CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment, Busi- 
ness and Defense Services 
Administration. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-715; Filed, Jan. 
8:45 a.m.] 


18, 1968; 


HOWE LABORATORY OF 
OPHTHALMOLOGY ET AL. 


Notice of Applications for Duty-Free 
Entry of Scientific Articles 


The following are notices of the re- 
ceipt of applications for duty-free entry 
of scientific articles pursuant to section 
6(c) of the Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Materials Importation Act of 
1966 (Public Law 89-651; 80 Stat. 897). 
Interested persons may present their 
views with respect to the question of 
whether an instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value for the pur- 
poses for which the article is intended 
to be used is being manufactured in the 
United States. Such comments must be 
filed in triplicate with the Director, Of- 
fice of Scientific and Technical Equip- 
ment, Business and Defense Services 
Administration, Washington, D.C. 20230, 
within 20 calendar days after date on 
which this notice of application is pub- 
lished in the FEDERAL REGISTER. 

Regulations issued under cited Act, 
published in the February 4, 1967 issue 
of the FEDERAL REGISTER, prescribe the 
requirements applicable to comments. 

A copy of each application is on file, 
and may be examined during ordinary 
Commerce Department business hours 
at the Office of Scientific and Technical 
Equipment, Department of Commerce, 
Room 5123, Washington, D.C. 

A copy of each comment filed with the 
Director of the Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment must also be 
mailed or delivered to the applicant, or 
its authorized agent, if any, to whose 
application the comment pertains; and 
the comment filed with the Director must 
certify that such copy has been mailed 
or delivered to the applicant. 

Docket No. 68—00260-33-46500. Appli- 
cant: Howe Laboratory of Ophthalmol- 
ogy, Harvard University Medical School, 
243 Charles Street, Boston, Mass. 02114. 
Article: Ultramicrotome Model LKB 
8800 Ultrotome III. Manufacturer: LKB 
Produkter AB, Sweden. Intended use of 
article: The article will be used in the 
study of ocular development of em- 
bryonic tissues from various vertebrate 
classes. Thin sections of specimen tis- 
sues will be prepared for observation 
under an electron microscope. Section 
thickness will range from 50 Angstroms 
to microns. Application received by Com- 
missioner of Customs: December 5, 1967. 

Docket No. 68-00261-33-46040. Ap- 
plicant: Harvard University, Purchas- 
ing Department, 75 Mount Auburn 
Street, Cambridge, Mass. 02138. Article: 
Electron Microscope Model EM 300. 
Manufacturer: Philips Electronics NVD, 
The Netherlands. Intended use of ar- 
ticle: The article will be used for biologi- 
cal research to examine various nega- 
tively stained specimens and to deter- 
mine specific subcellular relationships 
as shown in the application. Application 
received by Commissioner of Customs: 
December 6, 1967. 

Docket No. 68-00262-33-46040. Appli- 
cant: Health Research, Inc., Roswell 
Park Memorial Institute, 666 Elm Street, 
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Buffalo, N.Y. 14203. Article: Electron 
Microscope Model EM 300. Manufac- 
turer: Philips Electronics NVD, The 
Netherlands. Intended use of article: 
Applicant states: 


The microscope will be used in three main 
ways: (a) High resolution studies on mem- 
brane fractions and membrane lipid-protein 
complexes obtained from rat liver cells, (b) 
Electron optical experiments to determine 
physical basis of electron imaging and to 
develop new methods of obtaining higher 
contrast and resolution on biological struc- 
tures, and (c) Large and small angle elec- 
tron diffraction of cell membranes and other 
biological materials in order to give addi- 
tional information about their structure. 


Application received by Commissioner of 
Customs: December 6, 1967. 


CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific 
and Technical Equipment, 
Business and Defense Serv- 
ices Administration. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-716; Filed, Jan. 
8:45 a.m.] 


18, 1968; 





PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
AND STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW 
YORK, UPSTATE MEDICAL CENTER 


Notice of Applications for Duty-Free 
Entry of Scientific Articles 


The following are notices of the receipt 
of applications for duty-free entry of 
scientific articles pursuant to section 
6(c) of the Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Materials Importation Act of 
1966 (Public Law 89-651; 80 Stat. 897). 
Interested persons may present their 
views with respect to the question of 
whether an instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value for the pur- 
poses fom which the article is intended 
to be used is being manufactured in the 
United States. Such comments must be 
filed in triplicate with the Director, Of- 
fice of Scientific and Technical Equip- 
ment, Business and Defense Services Ad- 
ministration, Washington, D.C. 20230, 
within 20 calendar days after date on 
which this notice of application is pub- 
lished in the FEDERAL REGISTER. 

Regulations issued under cited Act, 
published in the February 4, 1967 issue 
of the FreperRAL RecistTer, prescribe the 
requirements applicable to comments. 

A copy of each application is on file, 
and may be examined during ordinary 
Commerce Department business hours at 
the Office of Scientific and Technical 
Equipment, Department of Commerce, 
Room 5123, Washington, D.C. 

A copy of each comment filed with the 
Director of the Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment must also be 
mailed or delivered to the applicant, or 
its authorized agent, if any, to whose ap- 
plication the comment pertains; and the 
comment filed with the Director must 
certify that such copy has been mailed or 
delivered to the applicant. 

Docket No. 68—00270—60-31550. Appli- 
cant: The Pennsylvania State Univer- 
sity, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Department of Property and Supplies, 
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Harrisburg, Pa. 17125. Article: Vacuum 
Induction Glass Melting Equipment, 
Model TI 30 FE/SV. Manufacturer: 
Siatem, Italy. Intended use of article: 
Applicant states: “Undergraduate and 
graduate research and instruction in 
field of Glass Science involving melting 
special glasses.’’ Application received by 
Commissioner of Customs: December 11, 
1967. 

Docket No. 68-00271-33-46040. Appli- 
cant: State University of New York Up- 
state Medical Center, 766 Irving Avenue, 
Syracuse, N.Y. 13210. Article: Electron 
Microscope, Model Elmiskop 1A, with 
Recirculation Unit and Spare Parts Kit. 
Manufacturer: Siemens AG, West Ger- 
many. Intended use of article: The ar- 
ticle will be used in medical research to 
examine various negatively stained 
specimens as well as to determine spe- 
cific subcellular relationships as shown in 
the application. Application received by 
Commissioner of Customs: December 11, 
1967. 

CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific 
and Technical Equipment, 
Business and Defense Services 
Administration. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-717; Filed, Jan. 
8:45 a.m.] 


18, 1968; 





STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK, 
DOWNSTATE MEDICAL CENTER 


Notice of Decision on Application for 
Duty-Free Entry of Scientific Article 


The following is a decision on an ap- 
plication for duty-free entry of a scien- 
tific article pursuant to section 6(c) of 
the Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Materials Importation Act of 1966 (Pub- 
lic Law 89-651; 80 Stat. 897) and the 
regulations issued thereunder (32 F.R. 
2433 et seq.). 

A copy of the record pertaining to this 
decision is available for public review 
during ordinary business hours of the 
Department of Commerce, at the Office 
of Scientific and Technical Equipment, 
Department of Commerce, Room 5123, 
Washington, D.C. 20230. 

Docket No. 68—-00140-33-46500. Appli- 
cant: State University of New York, 
Downstate Medical Center, 450 Clarkson 
Avenue, Brooklyn, N.Y. 11203. Article: 
Ultramicrotome, Model LKB _ 8800A, 
Ultrotome III. Manufacture: LKB 
Produkter AB, Sweden. Intended use 
of article: The article will be used 
to prepare ultrathin sections of car- 
tilage, calcifying cartilage and bone 
induced in mouse thigh by cultured 
human cells for observation in an 
electron microscope. Equal thickness 
serial sections between the values of 50 
Angstroms and 2 microns will be cut. 
Comments: No comments have been re- 
ceived with respect to this application. 
Decision: Application approved. No in- 
strument or apparatus of equivalent 
scientific value to the foreign article, for 
the purposes for which such article is 
intended to be used, is being manufac- 
tured in the United States. Reasons: (1) 
For the purposes for which the foreign 







article is intended to be used, the appli- 
cant requires an ultramicrotome capable 
of cutting the thinnest possible sections 
of biological specimens. The foreign 
article has the capability of cutting sec- 
tions down to 50 Angstroms (page 6, 
1965 catalogue for the “Ultrotome ITI’ 
Ultramicrotome, LKB Produkter AB, 
Stockholm, Sweden). The only known 
comparable domestic instrument, the 
Model MT-2 ultramicrotome manufac- 


tured by Ivan Sorvall, Inc. (Sorvall), 
specifies a thin-sectioning capability 
of 100 Angstroms (page 11, 1966 


catalogue for Sorvall “Porter-Blum”’ 
MT-1 and MT-2 Ultramicrotomes, Ivan 
Sorvall, Inc., Norwalk, Connecticut) . The 
better thin-sectioning capability of the 
foreign article is pertinent because the 
thinner the section that can be examined 
under an electron microscope, the more 
it is possible to take advantage of the 
ultimate resolving power of the electron 
microscope. (2) The applicant requires 
an ultramicrotome capable of reproduc- 
ing a series of ultrathin sections with 
consistent accuracy and uniformity. We 
are advised by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (HEW) in its 
memorandum dated November 21, 1967, 
that this capability in the required 
dimensions and reliability can be fur- 
nished only with microtomes based on 
the thermal advance principle. The for- 
eign article is equipped with a thermal 
advance system for ultrathin sectioning, 
in addition to a mechanical advance for 
thicker sections (page 2 of catalogue on 
“Ultrotome III” cited above) . The Sorvall 
Model MT-2 is equipped only with a me- 
chanical advance system for all thick- 
nesses. (See catalogue for Sorvall Model 
MT-2 cited above.) In connection with 
Docket No. 67-00024—-33-46500, which 
relates to an identical foreign article for 
which duty-free entry was requested, 
HEW advised that ultramicrotomes em- 
ploying the mechanical advance ultilize 
a system of gears to advance the speci- 
men and, inherent in such systems are 
backlash and slippage no matter how 
slight. HEW further advises that in me- 
chanical systems the variation in thick- 
ness is bound to be greater than in ther- 
mal systems even when both are func- 
tioning at their best. We therefore find 
that the thermal advance of the foreign 
article is pertinent to the purposes for 
which such article is intended to be used. 
(3) The foreign article incorporates a 
device which permits measuring the 
knife-angle setting to an accuracy of 1° 
(page 3 of catalogue on “Ultrotome III”), 
whereas no similar device is specified in 
the Sorvall catalogue. The capability of 
accurately measuring the setting of the 
knife-angle is pertinent because the 
thickness of the section is varied by vary- 
ing the angle at which the knife enters 
the specimen. 

For the foregoing reasons, we find that 
the Sorvall Model MT-2 ultramicrotome 
is not of equivalent scientific value to the 
foreign article, for the purposes for 
which such article is intended to be used. 

The Department of Commerce knows 
of no other instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
article, for the purposes for which such 
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article is intended to be used, which is 
being manufactured in the United States. 


CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment, Busi- 
ness and Defense Services 
Administration. 
{[F.R. Doc. 68-718; Filed, Jan. 
8:45 a.m.] 


18, 1968; 


UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE 
MEDICAL SCHOOL ET AL. 


Notice of Applications for Duty-Free 
Entry of Scientific Articles 


The following are notices of the receipt 
of applications for duty-free entry of 
scientific articles pursuant to section 
6(c) of the Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Materials Importation Act of 
1966 (Public Law 89-651; 80 Stat. 897). 
Interested persons may present their 
views with respect to the question of 
whether an instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value for the pur- 
poses for which the article is intended 
to be used is being manufactured in the 
United States. Such comments must be 
filed in triplicate with the Director, Of- 
fice of Scientific and Technical Equip- 
ment, Business and Defense Services Ad- 
ministration, Washington, D.C. 20230, 
within 20 calendar days after date on 
which this notice of application is pub- 
lished in the FEDERAL REGISTER. 

Regulations issued under cited Act, 
published in the February 4, 1967 issue 
cf the FEepERAL REGISTER, prescribe the 
requirements applicable to comments. 

A copy of each application is on file, 
and may be examined during ordinary 
Commerce Department business hours 
at the Office of Scientific and Techni- 
cal Equipment, Department of Com- 
merce, Room 5123, Washington, D.C. 

A copy of each comment filed with 
the Director of the Office of Scientific 
and Technical Equipment must also be 
mailed or delivered to the applicant, or 
its authorized agent, if any, to whose 
application the comment pertains; and 
the comment filed with the Director must 
certify that such copy has been mailed 
or delivered to the applicant. 

Docket No. 68-00266-33-86500. Appli- 
cant: University of Louisville Medical 
School, Department of Surgery, 511 
South Floyd Street, Louisville, Ky. 40202. 
Article: Cone-in-cone viscometer, com- 
plete, with “Zero-Max” variable speed 
unit, gear box, thermocouple pump and 
one set of cones with one stainless steel 
transport trolley. Manufacturer: Indus- 
trial Supply Co., Australia. Intended use 
of article: Applicant states: 


The instrument will be used to determine 
the viscosity of whole blood and plasma at 
varying shear rates. It will be used in a 
study of rheologie disorders in conjunc- 
tion with shock in the presence of liver 
damage and varying conditions of flow veloc- 
ity gradient, tonicity, pH, etc. The factors 
affecting blood viscosity and the phenomena 
of red cell aggregation and red cell rigidity 
will be examined, under clinical and experi- 
mental conditions. The long term objective 
of this investigation is to develop methods 
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and means for (1) a more precise under- 
standing of pathogenesis of shock, inade- 
quate organ perfusion and intravascular 
thrombosis; (2) early and reliable diag- 
nosis of certain acute and chronic circula- 
tory disorders and their rational prevention 
and effective treatment; and (3) promoting 
a greater interest in hematorheology. 


Application received by Commissioner 
of Customs: December 8, 1967. 

Docket No. 68-00268-33-46040. Appli- 
cant: Department of Anatomy, Mount 
Sinai School of Medicine, Fifth Avenue 
and 100th Street, New York, N.Y. 10029. 
Article: Electron Microscope Model 
HS-8. Manufacturer: Hitachi, Limited, 
Japan. Intended use of article: The 
article will be used in various research 
areas as described in the application, in- 
cluding electron histochemistry for 
which tissues and cells fixed in various 
aldehydes will be examined at high 
resolution and maximum contrast. Utili- 
zation of an electron probe will be intro- 
duced and applied in biology for the 
identification, localization, and quanti- 
tation of elements in minute tissue 
samples. Application received by Com- 
missioner of Customs: December 8, 1967. 

Docket No. 68—00269-33-—46500. Appli- 
cant: Duke University, Medical Center, 
Durham, N.C. 27706. Article: Ultra 
Microtome, Model “Om U2”. Manufac- 
turer: C. Reichert Optische Werke, 
Austria. Intended use of article: Appli- 
cant states: 


The Reichert microtome is to be used to 
produce uniform, high quality ultrathin 
sections for study of membrane ultrastruc- 
ture by electron microscopy. The study 
contemplated concerns evidence of subunit 
organizations in unit membranes. This in- 
volves studies of densities present in mem- 
branes of the order of 15-20 Angstroms in 
diameter, repeating at periods in the order 
of 80-90 Angstroms. 


Application received by Commissioner of 
Customs: December 11, 1967. 


CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment, Busi- 
ness and Defense Services 
Administration. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-719; Filed, Jan. 
8:45 a.m.] 


18, 1968; 


UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPP! MEDICAL 
CENTER 


Notice of Decision on Application for 
Duty-Free Entry of Scientific Article 


The following is a decision on an ap- 
plication for duty-free entry of a scien- 
tific article pursuant to section 6(c) of 
the Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Materials Importation Act of 1966 (Pub- 
lic Law 89-651; 80 Stat. 897) and the 
regulations issued thereunder (32 F.R. 
2433 et seq.) . , 

A copy of the record pertaining to this 
decision is available for public review 
during ordinary business hours of the 
Department of Commerce, at the Office 
of Scientific and Technical Equipment, 
Department of Commerce, Room 5123, 
Washington, D.C. 20230. 
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Docket No. 68—-00142-33-46500. Appli- 
cant: The University of Mississippi Medi- 
cal Center, 2500 North State Street, 
Jackson, Miss. 39216. Article: Ultra- 
microtome,. Model LKB 8800A, Ultro- 
tome ITI. Manufacturer: LKB Produkter 
AB, Sweden. Intended use of article: The 
article will be used to prepare ultrathin 
sections of various tissue for observation 
in an electron microscope. Equal thick- 
ness serial sections between values of 50 
Angstroms and 2 microns will be cut. 
Comments: No comments have been re- 
ceived with respect to this application. 
Decision: Application approved. No in- 
strument or apparatus of equivalent sci- 
entific value to the foreign article, for 
the purposes for which such article is 
intended to be used, is being manu- 
factured in the United States. Reasons: 
(1) For the purposes for which the for- 
eign article is intended to be used, the 
applicant requires an ultramicrotome 
capable of cutting the thinnest possible 
sections of biological specimens. The 
foreign article has the capability of cut- 
ting sections down to 50 Angstroms 
(page 6, 1965 catalogue for the “Ultro- 
tome III” Ultramicrotome, LKB Pro- 
dukter AB, Stockholm, Sweden). The 
only known comparable domestic instru- 
ment, the Model MT-2 ultramicrotome 
manufactured by Ivan Sorvall, Inc. (Sor- 
vall), specifies a thin-sectioning capa- 
bility of 100 Angstroms (page 11, 1966 
catalogue for Sorvall “Porter-Blum” 
MT-1 and MT-2 Ultramicrotomes, Ivan 
Sorvall, Inc., Norwalk, Conn.). The bet- 
ter thin-sectioning capability of the for- 
eign article is pertinent because the thin- 
ner the section that can be examined 
under an electron microscope, the more 
it is possible to take advantage of the 
ultimate resolving power of the electron 
microscope. (2) The applicant requires 
an ultramicrotome capable of reproduc- 
ing a series of ultrathin sections with 
consistent accuracy and uniformity. We 
are advised by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (HEW) in its 
memorandum dated November 21, 1967, 
that this capability in the required di- 
mensions and reliability can be fur- 
nished only with microtomes based on 
the thermal advance principle. The for- 
eign article is equipped with a thermal 
advance system for ultrathin sectioning, 
in addition to a mechanical advance for 
thicker sections (page 2 of catalogue on 
“Ultrotome III” cited above) . The Sorvall 
Model MT-2 is equipped only with a 
mechanical advance system for all thick- 
nesses. (See catalogue for Sorvall Mode! 
MT-2 cited above.) In connection with 
Docket No. 67-00024-33-46500, which re- 
lates to an identical foreign article for 
which duty-free entry was requested, 
HEW advised that ultramicrotomes em- 
ploying the mechanical advance utilize 
a system of gears to advance the speci- 
men and, inherent in such systems are 
backlash and slippage no matter how 
slight. HEW further advises that in 
mechanical systems the variation in 
thickness is bound to be greater than in 
thermal systems even when both are 
functioning at their best. We therefore 
find that the thermal advance of the for- 
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eign article is pertinent to the purposes 
for which such article is intended to be 
used. (3) The foreign article incorporates 
a device which permits measuring the 
knife-angle setting to an accuracy of 
one degree (page 3 of catalogue on 
“Ultrotome III”), whereas no similar de- 
vice is specified in the Sorvall catalogue. 
The capability of accurately measuring 
the setting of the knife-angle is pertinent 
because the thickness of the section is 
varied by varying the angle at which the 
knife enters the specimen. 

For the foregoing reasons, we find that 
the Sorvall Model MT-2 ultramicrotome 
is not of equivalent scientific value to the 
foreign article, for the purposes for 
which such article is intended to be used. 

The Department of Commerce knows 
of no other instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
article, for the purposes for which such 
article is intended to be used, which is 
being manufactured in the United States. 


CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment, Busi- 
ness and Defense Services 
Administration. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-720; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:45 a.m.] 





UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE 


Notice of Decision on Application for 
Duty-Free Entry of Scientific Article 


The following is a decision on an appli- 
cation for duty-free entry of a scientific 
article pursuant to section 6(c) of the 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Materials Importation Act of 1966 (Pub- 
lic Law 89-651; 80 Stat. 897) and the 
regulations issued thereunder (32 F.R. 
2433 et seq.). 

A copy of the record pertaining to this 
decision is available for public review 
during ordinary business hours of the 
Department of Commerce, at the Office 
of Scientific and Technical Equipment, 
Department of Commerce, Room 5123, 
Washington, D.C. 20230. 

Docket No. 67-00056-65-46040. Appli- 
cant: The University of Tennessee, 
Knoxville, Tenn. 37916. Article: Electron 
Microscope, Model EM 300 with rotating 
and tilting stage, Model PW 6501/00, pole 
piece PW 6202, and plate holder PW 
6210/16. Manufacturer: Philips Elec- 
tronic Instruments, The Netherlands. In- 
tended use of article: The article will be 
used for research on the following pro- 
grams: Application of adiabatic calorim- 
etry to metal systems; application of 
X-ray diffuse scattering to the study of 
structure of binary alloys; the ductility 
of nickel and nickel-base alloys at high 
temperatures; mechanism of embrit- 
tling effects of irradiation in welds in 
pressure vessel steel using electron frac- 
tography; and metallurgical aspects of 
high pressure gas bearing seals. Com- 
ments: Comments were received from 
one domestic manufacturer, Radio Cor- 
poration of America (RCA). These were 
received after the period for receiving 
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such comments with respect to this ap- 
plication had expired. Therefore, pur- 
suant to § 602.5(a) of the regulations 
cited above, the comments have been 
treated as an offer to provide additional 
information to the extent that they con- 
tain factual information, as contrasted 
with arguments, explanations or recom- 
mendations. Decision: Application ap- 
proved. No instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
article, for the purposes for which such 
article is intended to be used, is being 
manufactured in the United States. Rea- 
sons: (1) The foreign article provides a 
guaranteed resolution of 5 Angstroms 
(specifications for Norelco Model EM 300 
attached to application), whereas the 
RCA Model EMU-4 provides a guaran- 
teed resolution of 8 Angstroms (specifi- 
cations for RCA Model EMU-4 attached 
to comments of RCA dated July 10, 1967). 
(The lower the numerical rating in terms 
of Angstroms, the better the resolving 
power.) In view of the applicant’s pur- 
pose to extend the investigations to the 
finest structure observable, the better 
resolving power of the foreign article is 
pertinent. (2) The foreign electron 
microscope has a continuously variable 
magnification of 220X to 200,000X. Mag- 
nification within this range is accom- 
plished with no interruption in the oper- 
ation of the electron microscope and the 
investigation being conducted with it. 
The RCA Model EMU-4 has noncontin- 
uous magnification of approximately the 
same range (i.e. 500X to 200,000X). Op- 
eration of the EMU-4 must be inter- 
rupted by the insertion of an optional 
low-magnification projector pole piece 
to obtain magnification within the range 
of from 500X to 70,000X. Magnification 
above the upper limit of this range is ac- 
complished by removal of the pole piece 
to obtain the maximum of 200,000X. The 
fact that the foreign instrument does not 
require interruption of the experiment 
has been established as a pertinent char- 
acteristic in an application of a similar 
intended use. (See Docket No. 67-00041- 
65-46040, and National Bureau of Stand- 
ards memorandum dated July 5, 1967.) 
The effect of interruption while chang- 
ing pole pieces is to expose the specimen 
to air during the time required to make 
this change and thereby damage the 


- specimen. 


For the foregoing reasons, we find that 
the RCA Model EMU-4 is not of equiva- 
lent scientific value to the foreign arti- 
cle for the purposes for which such arti- 
cle is intended to be used. 

The Department of Commerce knows 
of no other instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
article, for the purposes for which such 
article is intended to be used, which is 
being manufactured in the United States. 

CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment, Busi- 
ness and Defense Services 
Administration. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-721; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:45 a.m.] 
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UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 


Notice of Decision on Application for 
Duty-Free Entry of Scientific Article 


The following is a decision on an ap- 
plication for duty-free entry of a scien- 
tific article pursuant to section 6(c) of 
the Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Materials Importation Act of 1966 (Pub- 
lic Law 89-651; 80 Stat. 897) and the reg- 
ulations issued thereunder (32 F.R. 2433 
et seq.). 

A copy of the record pertaining to this 
decision is available for public review 
during ordinary business hours of the 
Department of Commerce, at the Office 
of Scientific and Technical Equipment, 
Department of Commerce, Room 5123, 
Washington, D.C. 20230. 

Docket No. 68-00177-00-77040. Appli- 
cant: Utah State University, Depart- 
ment of Chemistry, Logan, Utah 84321. 
Article: Fox Type Ion Source, Model 
MS1030, for use with Hitachi RMU-6D 
Mass Spectrometer. Manufacturer: 
Hitachi, Ltd., Japan. Intended use of 
article: To provide electron beam with 
very narrow electron energy distribution 
as an accessory to existing Hitachi 
RMU-6D Mass Spectrometer. Comments: 
No comments have been received with 
respect to this application. Decision: 
Application approved. No instrument or 
apparatus of equivalent scientific value to 
the foreign article, for the purposes for 
which such article is intended to be used, 
is being manufactured in the United 
States. Reasons: The foreign article is 
an accessory to a mass spectrometer, 
which was priorly purchased and deliv- 
ered to the applicant. Similar accessories, 
made by other than the manufacturer of 
the original instrument for which it is 
intended, are not interchangeable with 
the foreign article. We therefore find 
that no Fox type ion source manufac- 
tured in the United States is of equiv- 
alent scientific value to the foreign arti- 
cle for the purposes for which such 
article is intended to be used. 

The Department of Commerce knows 
of no other instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
article, for the purposes for which such 
article is intended to be used, which is 
being manufactured in the United States. 


CHARLEY M. DENTON, 
Director, Office of Scientific and 
Technical Equipment, Busi- 
ness and Defense Services 
Administration. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-722; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:45 a.m.] 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 


[Docket Nos. 17680-17682; FCC 68R-14] 
STATE OF OREGON BOARD OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION ET AL. 
Memorandum Opinion and Order 
Enlarging Issues 


In re applications of State of Oregon 
acting by and through the State Board of 
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Higher Education, Medford, Oreg., 
Docket No. 17680, File No. BPCT-3814; 
Liberty Television, a joint venture com- 
prised of Liberty Television, Inc., and 
Siskiyou Broadcasters, Inc., Medford, 
Oreg., Docket No. 17681, File No. BPCT- 
3858; Medford Printing Co., Medford, 
Oreg., Docket No. 17682, File No. BPCT- 
3859; for construction permits. 

1. State of Oregon acting by and 
through the State Board of Higher Edu- 
cation (State); Liberty Television, a 
joint venture comprised of Liberty Tele- 
vision, Inc., and Siskiyou Broadcasters, 
Inc. (Liberty); and Medford Printing 
Co. (Medford), mutually exclusive ap- 
plicants, request a construction permit 
to operate a television broadcast station 
on VHF Channel 8 at Medford, Oreg. 
The applications were designated for 
hearing in an order released September 6, 
1967 (FCC 67-998). Now before the 
Review Board are: (a) A petition to 
enlarge issues, filed on September 27, 
1967, by Liberty; and (b) a petition to 
enlarge issues, filed October 10, 1967, by 
Southern Oregon Broadcasting Co. 
(Southern), licensee of Station KTVM 
(TV), Channel 5, Medford, an inter- 
venor in the proceeding.’ In their peti- 
tions,? both Liberty and Southern urge 
the addition of issues inquiring into 
Medford’s financial qualifications. In 
addition Liberty also requests the addi- 
tion of an issue to determine whether a 
grant of the Medford application “would 
be consistent with § 73.685(b) of the 
Commission’s rules with respect to shad- 
owing in, and line-of-sight to, Medford, 
Oreg., and if not, whether circumstances 
exist which would warrant a waiver of 
the rule.” 

The financial issue. 2. In its applica- 
tion, Medford indicated that it would 
require funds in an amount of $614,500 
in order to construct its proposed station 
and operate for 1 year; and that it will 
have available $225,000 in existing capi- 
tal, $100,000 in profits from its existing 
radio and newspaper operations, and a 
bank loan of $300,000, or a total of $625,- 
000. Petitioners urge the addition of a 
financial issue primarily on _ three 
grounds. First, they contend that the 
$10,000 allocated for professional fees, 
furniture, installation, and preoperating 
costs are inadequate. Southern cites its 
own “mountain top” installation expend- 
itures and concludes that “* * * it will 
require more than $10,000 to cover the 
installation of the antenna and trans- 
mitting equipment alone * * *. If there 
is anything left after installation, we 
would concede that possibly the furni- 
ture item would cover a desk and chair 
or two * * *.” Referring to the “fee” 


1Southern’s petition to intervene was 
granted by the Examiner in Order, FCC 
67M-1699, released Oct. 11, 1967. While 
Southern’s instant petition is not timely 
filed, “good cause” for the delay has been 
shown. 

2The other pleadings before the Review 
Board are: (a) Opposition, filed Nov. 3, 1967, 
by Medford; (b) comment, filed Nov. 3, 1967, 
by the Broadcast Bureau relating to 
Southern’s petition; (c) reply to opposition, 
filed Dec. 4, 1967, by Southern; and (d) 
comment, filed Oct. 25, 1967, by the Broad- 
cast Bureau relating to Liberty’s petition. 


NOTICES 


portion of the $10,000 allocation, South- 
ern notes that if this amount “* * * were 
for the payment of lawyer’s fees alone, 
it would be so low as to be ridiculous.” 
Liberty’s argument relies on compari- 
sons of applications in allegedly com- 
parable proceedings in which legal and 
engineering fees alone were in consid- 
erable excess of Medford’s entire pre- 
operating estimate and notes that these 
fees “may very well exceed $10,000 even 
though the proceeding may not have 
reached the hearing stage.” The second 
shared allegation of the petitioners re- 
lates to Medford’s estimate of “first year 
overhead.” Southern again cites its own 
experience in the Medford market, and 
contends that Medford’s $335,000 projec- 
tion is “substantially less” than the $416,- 
800 “normal average” operation costs 
estimated in an affidavit submitted by 
Southern’s general manager.’ In addi- 
tion, Liberty asserts that Medford has 
not made provision for “acquiring land.” 
Moreover, although their estimates differ, 
both Liberty and Southern note that no 
provision has been made by Medford 
with regard to the repayment of its 
$300.000 bank loan; they respectively 
attribute $78,000 and $69,600 to this 
obligation during the first year. Further, 
Liberty observes that Medford “* * * 
makes no provision for contingencies, 
should its actual construction and op- 
erating costs exceed its original esti- 
mates.” Finally, Liberty contends that 
Medford lacks sufficient resources to meet 
even its own cost estimates.‘ With the 
exception of Liberty’s challenge to Med- 
ford preoperating estimates, the Broad- 
cast Bureau supports the addition of a 
financial issue, absent a satisfactory de- 
tailed breakdown by Medford Printing 
of its cost estimate. 

3. In opposition, Medford submits an 
affidavit of Gerald T. Latham, director 
and business manager of Medford, which 
allegedly “disposes completely” of the 
petitioners’ contentions. Mr. Latham 
contends that petitioners’ cost estimates 
constitute “extreme assumptions,” citing 
as an example the fact that (a) Med- 
ford’s present financial situation will not 
necessitate the $300,000 bank loan and 
the resulting principal and interest pay- 
ments; and (b) however, should such a 
loan become necessary, the loan agree- 
ment provides that “no principal what- 
ever would be payable during the first 
year” and that projected 5 months’ in- 
terest charges (should the full loan be 
taken after 6 months of operation) would 
amount to less than $8,000. In addition, 
Medford supplies a more recent balance 
sheet (as of September 30, 1967) which 
allegedly demonstrates an increase of 


? The affidavit also suggests that if the esti- 
mated principal and interest payments on 


Medford’s projected $300,000 loan are in- 
cluded in first-year overhead, the figure 
would reach $486,400. 

*Contending that Medford has only $236,- 
625 in liquid assets with accounts payable 
and accrued liabilities of $53,612, Liberty 
urges that the remaining $183,000 in net 
current and liquid assets, the $300,000 bank 
loan and $100,000 in profits, ““* * * falls ap- 
proximately $23,000 short of the $610,000 
which it [Medford] concedes it must 
Bees: * 2 2," 
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cash on hand of more than $127,000 since 
its original filing. Thus, Medford avers, 
even if petitioners’ estimates are accu- 
rate, Medford has sufficient funds to un- 
dertake its broadcast obligations. Fur- 
thermore, Medford alleges that, based on 
its past profit record, should it be granted 
a permit after 2 years, “there will be 
available $200,000” for broadcast pur- 
poses. In view of the foregoing, Medford 
contends that it will have “in excess of 
$1 million” to meet cash needs during 
the first year of operation; and con- 
cludes, that even if petitioners’ higher 
estimates are accepted, sufficient funds 
are still available. Finally, Medford re- 
sponds to Liberty’s argument by indi- 
cating that provision has been made for 
land acquisition since its transmitter site 
is being leased from the U.S. Forest Serv- 
ice at “a nominal annual fee,” and studio 
and office facilities located on property 
now owned by Medford will be utilized. 
Southern, in its reply, objects to the in- 
troduction in Medford’s opposition of an 
allegedly different financial plan not con- 
tained in Medford’s original application; 
and to the competency of Medford’s di- 
rector, Gerald Latham, to submit data in 
connection with Medford’s application.* 

4. The Review Board finds that there 
is sufficient basis for enlarging the issues 
in this proceeding. First, both Liberty 
and Southern have adequately demon- 
strated that a question exists as to the 
sufficiency of the $10,000 allocation for 
professional fees, furniture, and installa- 
tion. The affidavit filed with Southern’s 
petition alleges that preparation of the 
tower site, tower base, erection and 
painting charges alone may exceed 
$5,000; an allegation which is unrefuted 
in Medford’s opposition. This uncon- 
tested estimate by itself, raises serious 
doubt as to the feasibility of Medford’s 
projection for preoperating costs. There- 
fore an issue will be added regarding this 
item. The Board also finds petitioners’ 
allegations adequate to warrant an in- 
quiry into Medford’s estimates of first- 
year-operation costs. Southern’s plead- 
ing contains an affidavit from the gen- 
eral manager of an existing television 
station in Medford itemizing alleged 
minimum first year’s operating costs. 
The affidavit indicates that at least $82,- 
000 more than Medford has allocated 
may be required in order to operate dur- 
ing the first year. Medford has not at- 
tempted to itemize its estimated costs 
or to rebut this showing. Instead, Med- 
ford relies on the availability of funds 
of $625,000 indicated in its application, 

SRule 1.513 states, “* * * applications, 
amendments thereto, and related statements 
of fact required by the Commission shall be 
personally signed * * * by an officer, if the 
applicant is a corporation * * *.” (Emphasis 
supplied.) 

* Liberty has argued (see note 4) that the 
$225,000 in existing capital is not available. 
However, when Medford’s total current as- 
sets of $478,147 and total assets of $1,134,012 
are considered, its accounts payable and 
accrued liabilities of $53,612 are offset. While 
much of this total has not been shown to 
be “liquid,” and, therefore, cannot be con- 
sidered available for purposes of construc- 
tion and operating the proposed station, it 
may be considered to offset liabilities. 
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plus the additional funds reflected in a 
revised balance sheet. While the Review 
Board has held that supplemental infor- 
mation submitted with pleadings which 
merely clarifies or reaffirms a financial 
showing contained in an application will 
be considered without the necessity of 
an amendment (Theodore Granik, FCC 
66R-39, 2 FCC 2d 519; WMGS, Inc., FCC 
66R-72, 7 RR 2d 194), the instant offer- 
ing cannot be characterized in this man- 
ner. Here the applicant offers a revised 
financial position which allegedly dem- 
onstrates an increase in available funds 
of at least $127,000. Under these cir- 
cumstances, the Board is of the opinion 
that the principle enunicated in Triad 
Stations, Inc. (FCC 64R-540, 3 RR 2d 
1062) that the determination of whether 
a financial issue is justified must be 
made on the besis of an applicant’s pro- 
posal of record is controlling.’ As such, 
Medford’s original showing of $625,000 
in available funds, is inadequate to offset 
the $696,000 minimum estimate offered 
and affirmed by the petitioners. For these 
reasons issues will be added to determine 
whether Medford is financially qualified 
to be a Commission licensee. 

Compliance with §73.685(b) of the 
Commission’s rules. 5. Liberty’s petition 
to enlarge seeks the addition of an issue 
to determine whether Medford’s present 
antennasite violates the shadowing or 
line-of-sight provisions of Rule 73.685 
(b). Attached to the petition is an engi- 
neering statement which allegedly shows 
that Medford “does not comply with the 
requirements” stated in the rule; “[ble- 
cause of mountainous terrain between 
the proposed site and the city of Med- 
ford, shadowing is bound to result.” Peti- 
tioner’s particular concern is the area 
located between a “mountain peak” ap- 
proximately 4.4 miles from the antenna 
site and the southwestern tip of the city 
of Medford 13.6 miles removed on the 
N. 331° E. radial. Liberty relies on Cen- 
tral Coast Television (KOCY), 2 FCC 2d 
306, 6 RR 2d 719, to support its conten- 
tion that an issue should be added where 
“some shadowing” may exist. The 
Broadcast Bureau opposes the addition 
of the issue. Noting that the submitted 
“engineering data does not define, with 
any detail, the present corporate limits 
of Medford, Oreg.”; and that only one 
radial is used by Liberty to support its 
argument, the Bureau contends that the 
obstruction which appears to exist on 
the indicated radial “cannot be charac- 
terized as a ‘major obstruction’.’’ * 


7See also Kittyhawk Broadcasting Corpo- 
ration, FCC 67R-197, 9 RR 2d 1233, in which 
the Board refused to delete a financial issue 
on the basis of “up dated” balance sheets 
contained in a postdesignation pleading. 

* Rule 73.685(b)- reads, in part: “The loca- 
tion {of the antenna] should be so chosen 
that line-of-sight can be obtained from 
the antenna over the principal community to 
be served; in no event should there be a 
major obstruction in this path.” (Emphasis 
added.) 
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6. Medford’s opposition is supported by 
an engineering statement which indi- 
cates that “* * * the peak in question 
would affect less than 1 percent of the 
city in the extreme southwest section.” 
A graph plotted on 4/3 earth’s radius 
graph paper demonstrates, Medford 
avers, “that the extreme southwest tip 
of the city of Medford would be below 
the line-of-sight condition * * *.” The 
affidavit further notes that Medford is 
filing an amendment to refiect a revised 
higher center of radiation based on a 
land surveyor’s measured elevation of the 
proposed site, which would “* * * 
further reduce the area affected.” Med- 
ford also includes a notarized letter from 
a resident of the affected area, who states 
that her television reception continued 
to be “very good’’ even when Channel 
10's transmitter was moved to Mount 
Ashland. Medford argues that both 
Channel 10 and Channel 8 (the contested 
channel here) are high-band VHF chan- 
nels and similar good transmission 
should result from Medford’s site. 

7. The Review Board concurs with the 
Broadcast Bureau’s view that Liberty’s 
allegations and engineering exhibits are 
insufficient to form the basis for an en- 
largement. The obstruction appearing on 
Liberty’s single radial exhibit has not 
been shown to constitute a major ob- 
struction * Medford’s contention that less 
than 1 percent of the city will be affected 
has not been refuted.” In Central Coast 
Television (KOCY), supra, a line-of- 
Sight issue was added where the appli- 
cant neither admitted nor denied the al- 
legation in a petition to deny of sub- 
stantial shadowing, but requested a 
waiver of Rule 73.685(b). The Commis- 
sion noted in that case: “The extent of 
the shadowing has not been clearly de- 
fined by any of the parties, but on the 
basis of the uncontested allegations that 
there would be at least some shadowing, 
we believe that a sufficient question has 
been raised to warrant an issue.” The op- 
position in the instant case, however, pro- 
vides a sufficient basis for concluding 
that no substantial question has been 
raised concerning a major obstruction. 

8. Accordingly, it is ordered, That the 
petitions to enlarge issues, filed on Sep- 
tember 27, 1967, and October 10, 1967, 


respectively, by Liberty Television and by 


Southern Oregon Broadcasting Co., are 
granted to the extent indicated below, 
and denied in all other respects; and 

9. It is further ordered, That the is- 
sues in this proceeding are enlarged by 
the addition of the following issues: 


*The amendment referred to in Medford’s 
opposition demonstrating a higher elevation 
of the proposed site than initially shown in 
the application was accepted by Order of 
Dec. 5, 1967, petition for reconsideration de- 
nied, FCC 68M-4, released Jan. 3, 1968. 

~In an order, FCC 67R-487, released 


Nov. 21, 1967, the Board granted Liberty an - 


extension of time in which to file a reply up 
to and including Dec. 4, 1967. A search of the 
Commission's files fails to disclose the filing 
of such pleading by Liberty. 
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(a) To determine, with respect to the 
application of Medford Printing Co. (1) 
the basis for its estimated preoperating 
costs; and (2) the basis for its estimated 
operating expenses for the first year of 
operation. 

(b) To determine, in light of the evi- 
dence adduced under the foregoing is- 
sue, whether Medford Printing Co. is fi- 
nancially qualified. 

10. It is further ordered, That the bur- 
den of proceeding with the introduction 
of evidence and the burden of proof un- 
der the issues added herein will be on 
Medford Printing Co. 


Adopted: January 12, 1968. 
Released: January 17, 1968. 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 


CoMMISSION,”™ 
[SEAL] BEN F. WAPLE, 
Secretary. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-758; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:48 a.m.] 





[Docket Nos. 17742, 17743; FCC 68M-62] 


PATRIOT STATE TELEVISION, INC., 
‘' AND BOSTON HERITAGE BROAD- 
CASTING, INC. 


Order Continuing Hearing 


In re applications of Patriot State 
Television, Inc., Boston, Mass., Docket 
No. 17742, File No. BPCT-3771; Boston 
Heritage Broadcasting, Inc., Boston, 
Mass., Docket No. 17743, File No. BPCT- 
3794; for construction permit for new 
television broadcast station (Channel 
68). 

The Hearing Examiner having under 
consideration a communication dated 
January 4, 1968, from counsel for Boston 
Heritage Broadcasting, Inc., requesting 
that the time for exchanging exhibits be 
deferred to January 16, 1968, and that 
the hearing now scheduled for Janu- 
ary 29, 1968, be extended to January 30, 
1968; 

It appearing that the request was made 
on behalf of both applicants and that 
counsel for the Broadcast Bureau con- 
curred in the request; 

Accordingly, it is ordered, That the 
date for the exchange of exhibits shall 
be on and including January 16, 1968, 
and the hearing now scheduled for Jan- 
uary 29, 1968, shall be rescheduled for 
January 30, 1968, at 10 a.m., in the Com- 
mission’s offices, Washington, D.C. 


Issued: January 12, 1968. 
Released: January 15, 1968. 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 


CoMMISSION, 
[SEAL] BEN F. WAPLE, 
Secretary. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-757; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:48 a.m.] 


“Dissenting statement of Board Member 
Pincock filed as part of the original docu- 
ment and Board Member Nelson absent. 


19, 1968 
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FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 


AMERICAN MAIL LINE, LTD., ET AL. 


Notice of Agreements Filed for 
Approval 


Notice is hereby given that the follow- 
ing agreement has been filed with the 
Commission for approval pursuant to 
section 15 of the Shipping Act, 1916, as 
amended (39 Stat. 733, 75 Stat. 763, 46 
U.S.C. 814). 

Interested parties may inspect and ob- 
tain a copy of the agreement at the 
Washington office of the Federal Mari- 
time Commission, 1321 H Street NW.., 
Room 609; or may inspect agreements at 
the office of the District Managers, New 
York, N.Y., New Orleans, La., and San 
Francisco, Calif. Comments with refer- 
ence to an agreement including a request 
for hearing, if desired, may be submitted 
to the Secretary, Federal Maritime Com- 
mission, Washington, D.C. 20573, within 
20 days after publication of this notice in 
the FEDERAL REGISTER. A copy of any such 
statement should also be forwarded to 
the party filing the agreement (as indi- 
cated hereinafter) and the comments 
should indicate that this has been done. 

American Mail Line, Ltd., Nedlloyd & 
Hoegh Lines, and American President 
Lines, Ltd.: 

Notice of agreement filed for approval 
by: 

Mr. D. J. Morris, Manager, Rates and Confer- 
ences, American President Lines, 601 Cali- 

fornia Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94108. 


Agreement No. 9247-2 between the 
member lines of the India, Pakistan, 
Burma, and Ceylon/West Coast U.S. Rate 
Agreement modifies the basic agreement 
by adding Article 8 providing for select- 
ing and employing a Secretary to serve 
for such a period of time and at such rate 
of compensation as shall be fixed between 
the Secretary and the members lines in 
accordance with terms and conditions set 
forth in the agreement. 


Dated: January 15, 1968. 


By order of the Federal Maritime 
Commission. 
Tuomas List, 
Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-744; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


[Docket No. G-4825, etc.] 


A. J. HODGES INDUSTRIES, INC., 
ET AL. 


Notice of Applications for Certificates, 
Abandonment of Service and Peti- 
tions To Amend Certificates * 


JANUARY 11, 1968. 


Take notice that each of the Appli- 
cants listed herein has filed an applica- 


1 This notice does not provide for consoli- 
dation for hearing of the several matters 
covered herein, nor should it be so construed. 


FEDERAL 


NOTICES 


tion or petition pursuant to section 7 of 
the Natural Gas Act for authorization 
to sell natural gas in interstate com- 
merce or to abandon service heretofore 
authorized as described herein, all as 
more fully described in the respective 
applications and amendments which are 
on file with the Commission and open to 
public inspection. 

Protests or petitions to intervene may 
be filed with the Federal Power Commis- 
sion, Washington, D.C. 20426, in accord- 
ance with the rules of practice and 
procedure (18 CFR 1.8 or 1.10) on or be- 
fore February 2, 1968. 

Take further notice that, pursuant to 
the authority contained in and subject 
to the jurisdiction conferred upon the 
Federal Power Commission by sections 7 
and 15 of the Natural Gas Act and the 
Commission’s rules of practice and 
procedure, a hearing will be held without 
further notice before the Commission on 
all applications in which no protest or 
petition to intervene is filed within the 
time required herein if the Commission 
on its own review of the matter believes 
that a grant of the certificates or the 
authorization for the proposed abandon- 
ment is required by the public conveni- 
Docket No. | 

and | 


Applicant 
date filed 


Purchaser, field, and location 


ence and necessity. Where a protest or 
petition for leave to intervene is timely 
filed, or where the Commission on its 
own motion believes that a formal hear- 
ing is required, further notice of such 
hearing will be duly given: Provided, 
however, That pursuant to 18 CFR 2.56, 
as amended, all permanent certificates 
of public convenience and necessity 
granting applications, filed after July 1, 
1967, without further notice, will con- 
tain a condition precluding any filing of 
an increased rate at a price in excess of 
that designated for the particular area 
of production for the period prescribed 
therein unless at the time of filing of 
protests or petitions to intervene the 
Applicant indicates in writing that it is 
unwilling to accept such a condition. In 
the event Applicant is unwilling to ac- 
cept such condition the application will 
be set for formal hearing. 

Under the procedure herein provided 
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be 
unnecessary for Applicants to appear or 
be represented at the hearing. 


GORDON M. GRANT, 
Secretary. 


| 
| Pres- 
Price per Mef | sure 


base 





G-4825 


; A. J. Hodges Industries, Inc., 
C 11-¢-67 


Post Oflice Box 1817, Shreve- 
port, La. 71101. 

Warren Petroleum Co. (succes- 
sor to Gulf Oil Corp.), Post 
Office Box 1589, Tulsa, Okla. 
74102. 

Dorothy N. Manziel (Operator), 
et al. (successor to Bobby 
Manziel, et al.), Post Office 
Box 3005, Station A, Tyler, 
Tex. 75701. 

Skelly Oil Co. (Operator) et al. 
(successor to J. R. Butler & 
Co. (Operator) et al.), Post 
Office Box 1650, Tulsa, Okla. 
74102. | 

Mobil Oil Corp., Post Office Box 
2444, Houston, Tex. 77001 
(partial abandonment). 


G-000t_...... 
E 12-26-67 


E 12-20-67 


G-7247 pee 
E 12-26-67 


G-11949......... | 
D 12-15-67 


G-12071.......- 
D 12-15-67 


G-12080 


United Gas Pipe Line Co., Sligo 
Field, Bossier Parish, La. 


| El Paso Natural Gas Co., South 
Fullerton 
drews Contnty, Tex. 


Texas 
Carthage Field, Panola County, 
Tex. 


United Gas Pipe Line Co., Car- 
thage Field, Panola County, Tex. 


El! Paso Natural Gas Co., Pegasus 
Plant, Midland and Upton Coun- 
ties, Tex. 

El Paso Natural Gas Co., Dollar- 
hide 
Tex 


113.5508 | 15.025 


15.19 14. 65 


Gasoline Plant, An- 


Gas Transmission Corp., 15.0 14. 65 


Plant, Andrews County, 


D 12-15-67 
C160-738 
C 12-29-67 


CI61-1068 - -. 
2-13-67 § 


CI63-700_ ..... 


E 12-8-67 


C163-1041_......| 


C 11-16-67 


CI64—582_. _- 
C 12-28-67 


CI65-448.......- 


C 12-20-67 


CI65-1145 
C 12-15-67 


CI65-1286_-... 


C 12-467 


Filing code: 


Ashland Oil & Refining Co., 
Post Office Box 18695, Okla- 
homa City, Okla. 73118. 

M. L. Sloan, c/o Eugene L. 
Smith, attorney, Post Office 
Box 296, Liberal, Kans. 67901. 

Marion L. Sloan and Merle R. 
Sloan (successors to Pratt 
County Gas Co., c/o Eugene 
L. Smith, attorney, Post Office 
Box 296, Liberal, Kans. 67901. 

Shell Oil Co., Operator,* 50 West 
50th St., New York, N.Y. 
10020. 

Hunt Oil Co. (Operator), et al., 
1401 Elm &t., Dallas, Tex. 
75202. 

Edwin C. Meredith, agent for E. 
C. Meredith, et al., 12141 Am- 
burst Ct., Plymouth, Mich. 
48170. 

Pan American Petroleum 
Corp., Post Office Box 591, 
Tulsa, Okla. 74102. 

J Rincon Oil & Gas Corp., 1126 

Mercantile Securities Bidg., 

Dallas, Tex. 75201. 


A—Initial service. 
B—Abandonment. 
C—Amendment to add acreage. 
D—Amendment of delete acreage. 
E—Succession. 

F—Partial succession. 





| 


See footnotes at end of table. 


| Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., 





El Paso Natural Gas Co., Denton 
Plant, Lea County, N. Mex. 


Northeast Seiling Field, Dewey 
County, Okla. 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., 
Carver-Robbins Field, Pratt 
— Kans. 





Northern Natural Gas Co., Tippett 
Gasoline Plant, Crockett County, 
ex. 
Texas Gas Transmission Corp., Cot- 
ton Valley Field, Webster Parish, 


La. 
| Consolidated Gas Supply Corp., 


Murphy District, Ritchie County, 
W. Va. 


Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co., vari- 
ous fields, Latimer and Haskell 
Counties, Okla. 

El Paso Natural Gas Co., Dakota 
Field, Rio Arriba County, N. Mex. 
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Docket No. 


and 
date filed 


F 12-20-67 


CI68-781 
(G-2671) 
F 12-20-67 
C168-782 
(G-2672 
F 12-20-67 
CI68-783 
A 12-27-67 


CI68-784 


A 12-27-67 


CI68-78. 


B 12-2967 


CI68-788__ 
A 12-29-67 

CI68-789_ . 
A 12-29-67 

CI6€8-790_- 
A 12-29-67 


CI68-791 
A 1-2-€8 


CI68-7 
B 1-2-8 


CI68-793 
A 1-2-68 


CI&2-794 


A 1-2-68 


CI68-795 
B 1-2-8 


Applicant 


Fred Whitaker (successor to 
J. Cleo Thompson et al.) c/o 
Tom Roberts, Attorney at 
law, Post Office Box 129, 
Carthage, Tex. 75633. 


| H. L. Hawkins & H. L. 
Hawkins, Jr., Suite 2703, 225 
Baronne St., New Orlean 
La. 70112. 

Davon Drilling Co., (Operator 
et al., Post Office Box 12509, 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 73112. 

Southwest Gas Producing Co., 
Inc., et al., 1309 Louisville 
Ave., Monroe, La. 71201. 

Cities Service Oil Co., Cities 
Service Bldg., Bartlesville, 
Okla. 74003. 

| Getty Oil Co.," Post Office Box 
1404, Houston, Tex. 77001. 


Sunray DX Oil Co., Post 
Office Box 2039, Tulsa, 
Okla. 74102. 

King Resources Co., 100 Park 
Avenue Bldg., Oklahoma 
City, Okla 2. 

Tarpon Management Co., Post 
Office Drawer 7, Corpus 
Christi, Tex. 78403. 

J. Lee Youngblood, 1965 First 
National Bank Bldg., Dallas, 
Tex. 75201. 

| Panola Trading Co., Inc., Post 
Office Box 1748, Shreveport, 
La. 71102. 

Professional Oil Management, 
Inc., c/o Kenneth Tureaud, 
president, 3372 Washtenaw 
Ave., Ann Arbor, Mich. 
48104. 

uley-Hager, Post Office Box 
34, Huntington, W. Va. 
25719. 


Edwin Allday, c/o W. H. 





tidnal F 
Tex. 77002 


Arkansas 


| 
| Trunkline Gas Co., Lakeside, South 


United 


Northern Natural Gas Co., Gate- 


| Consolidated 


| Consolidated 


NOTICES 


Purchaser, field, and location 


Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co., South | 


Hallsville Field, Harrison County, } 
and Bethany and Carthage Fields, 
Panola County, Tex. 


Co., | 
Fields, 


Louisiana Gas 
Bethany and Carthage 
Panola County, Tex. 


Thornwell, Southwest Lake 


Service Gas Co 
gan County, Okla. 


, acreage in | 


Gas Pipe Line Co., Forest 

Grove Field, Claiborne Parish, | 
La. 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., 
Hunton Formation, Dewey and 
Custer Counties, Okla. 

Valley Gas Transmission, 
West Dinero Field, Live 
County, Tex. 

Michigan Wisconsin Pipe Line Co., 
Laverne Field, Harper County, | 
Okl 


Inc., 
Oak 


Lake 
Okla. 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., 
stein-Cockburn Area, 
County, Tex. 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., 
Putnam Oswego Pool, Dewey 
County, Okla. 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co., Was- 
kom Field, Harrison County, 
Tex. 


Field, Harper County, | 
Bern- 


Wharton 


Gas Supply Corp., 
Grant District, Ritchie County, 
W. Va. 


Gas Supply Corp., 
Skin Creek District, Lewis Coun- 
ty, W. Va. 

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., 
Deweyville Field, Newton Coun- 
ty, Tex. 








1 Includes 1.50 cents per Mcf tax reimbursement. 


2 Purehaser has reduced its daily contract volume. 


? Amendment to certificate filed to reflect change in delivery point. 

# Rate in effect subject to refund in Docket No. R166-347. 

5 The predecessor in interest has filed in Docket No. R164-657 a motion to make this rate effective subject to refund. 

¢ By letter filed Dec. 28, 1967, Applicant agreed to accept permanent authorization containing conditions similar to 
those imposed by Opinion No. 468, as modified by Opinion No. 468-A. 

7 Casinghead gas. 


§ Gas-well gas. 


Pres- 
Price per Mef 


sure 
base 


10. 5954 14. 65 


14. 65 
14. 65 


15. 025 


B19, 0 
Depleted 
317.0 
@ 17.0 
16.5 
817.0 
Depleted | 


19 27.0 


15. 325 


* Subject to deduction for compression and/or treating costs, should Buyer compress or treat gas. 
® Deletes acreage assigned to Pan American Petroleum Corp. 
1! Acreage released to landowners. 
12 Includes 3.4 cents per Mef upward B.t.u. adjustment. Subject to upward and downward B.t.u. adjustment: 
B Subject to upward and downward B.t.u. adjustment. 
4 By letter filed Dec. 26, 1967, Applicant agreed to accept permanent certificate containing conditions similar to 
those imposed by Opinion No. 468, as modified by Opinion No. 468-A. 
6 Includes 1.4 cents per Mef upward B.t.u. adjustment. Subject to upward and downward B.t.u. adjustment, 
i Partially succeeds Gulf Oil Corp.’s FPC GRS No. 57. 
" Partially succeeds Claud B. Hamill’s FPC GRS No. 8. 
% Formerly Tidewater Oil Co. 


® Includ 


® Well ceased to produce. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-658; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 8:45 a.m.] 


2 cents per Mef gathering and transportation charge. 
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[Docket No. RI68-335 etc.] 
MARATHON OIL CO. ET AL. 


Order Accepting Contract Amendment, Providing for Hearings on and Suspension of Proposed Changes in Rates * 
JANUARY 10, 1968. 


The above-named Respondents have tendered for filing proposed changes in presently effective rate schedules for sales 
of natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission. The proposed changes, which constitute increased rates and 
charges, are designated as follows: 


1 Does not consolidate for hearing or dispose of the several matters herein. 


Cents per Mcf Rate in 
Amount date eS | Ll 
Respondent Purchaser and producing area) of annual i pended | ject to 
increase until— Rate in effect Proposed | refundin 
increased rate | — 
Nos. 


RI68-335...| Marathon Oil Co., 539 Colorado Interstate Gas . 3416.0 
S. Main 8t., Find- Co. (Wamsutter Unit 
lay, Ohio 45840. Area, Sweetwater 
Attn: Jack Fariss, County, Wyo.). 


Esq. 

RI68-336_..| Pubco Petroleum Colorado Interstate Gas 
Corp., Post Office Co. (Desert Springs 
Box 87103, Albu- Field, Sweetwater 
querque, N. Mex. County, Wyo.). 
87103. Attn: D. W. 





Reeves, president. 
RI68-337...| Texaco, Inc., Post Texas Eastern Transmis- RI63-373. 
Office Box 53332, sion Corp. (San Domingo 
Houston, Tex. Field, Bee County, Tex.) 
77052. Attn: Mr. (RR. District No. 2). 
we Shields. 


| 3414. 8733 
Texas Eastern Transmis- 34 14, 8733 
sion Corp. (Rudman and 
West Cosden Fields, Bee 
County, Tex.) (RR. 
District No. 2). 

Texas Eastern Transmis- 3414. 8733 | RI63-379. 
sion Corp. (Wilcox Field, 
Bee County, Tex.) (RR. 
District No. 2). 

Texas Eastern Transmis- | 348 15,3733 | R163-379. 
sion Corp. (Nordheim 
Field, DeWitt County, 
Tex.) (RR. District 
No. 2). 

RI68-338...| Texaco, Inc. (Opera- Texas Eastern Transmis- * 14.3733 34914 8733 

tor) et al. sion Corp. (South Karon, 2: mu 14.5 $40 1115.0 

South Cabeza Creek, 

Hostetter Fields, and 

North Hostetter Field, 

Bee, Goliad and MceMul- 

len Counties, Tex.) (RR. 

| District Nos. 1 and 2). 

RI68-339___/“Humble Oil & Refin- El Paso Natural Gas Co. 
ing Co., Post Office | (Vinegarone Field, Val 
Box 2180, Houston, Verde County, Tex.) 
Tex. 77001. Attn: (RR. District No. 1). 
Mr. John J. Carter. 

RI68-340..._| Continental Oil Co., Texas Eastern Transmis- 2 RI63-313. 
Post Office Box sion Corp. (Meyersville 
2197, Houston, Tex. Field, DeWitt County, 
77001. Attn: Mr. Tex.) (RR. District No. 

2) 


R. E. Galbraith. : 

i Texas Eastern Transmis- 14. 3733 RI63-313. 
sion Corp. (Meyersville 
Field, DeWitt, Goliad 
and Victoria Counties, 
Tex.) (RR. District No. 
2). . 
RI68-341_._| Continental Oil Co. Texas Eastern Transmis- RI63-313. 

(Operator) et al. sion Corp. (Meyersville 
Field, DeWitt County, 
Tex.) (RR. District No. 
2) 


Texas Eastern Transmis- #4 14.8733 | R1I63-313. 
sion Corp. (Cabeza Creek 
Field, Goliad County, 
Tex.) (RR. District No. 


i 
| Texas Eastern Transmis- RI63-313. 
sion Corp. (Meyersville 
and East Meyersville 
Fields, DeWitt, Goliad 
and Victoria Counties, 
Tex.) (R.R. District 
No. 2). 
| Texas Eastern Transmis- 3414 16.1233 | RI65-61L 
sion Corp. (Helen | 
Gohlke Field, Victoria 
County, Tex.) (R.R. 
District No. 2). 
RI68-342...| Yucca Petroleum Transwestern Pipeline Co. $419.5 
Co., Post Office (Upper Morrow Field, 
Box 2585. Amarillo, Ochiltree County, Tex.) 
Tex. 79105. (R.R. District No. 10). 
RI168-343...| David Crow Texas Gas Transmission 6 6 18, 25 Su 6 19.75 
(Operator) et al., Corp. (Terryville Field, 
2000 Beck Bldg., Lincoln Parish, La.). 
Shreveport, La. 
71101. 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Effective | 
Amouni | date Date sus- | 


|Purchaser and producing area! of annual | unless pended | 


Cents per Mcf Rate in 
| effect sub- 


Respondent ject to 





RI68-344._.| Bodcaw Co., 

| (Operator) et al., 
1300 Mercantile | 
Dallas Bidg., Dallas, 
Tex. 75201. 
RI68-345.__| Bodcaw Co 
R168-346...| Marathon Oil Co., 
(Operator) et al., 
539 S. Main St., 
Findlay, Ohio 
45840. 

RI68-347_..| The Superior Oil Co., 
| Box 1521, Houston, 
Tex. 


RI68-348_..| John Franks (Opera- 
tor) et al., Post 
Office Box 1200, 
Shreveport, La. 


RI68-349__.| E. A. Obering et al., | 
Post Office Box 706, | 
Mt. Vernon, Il. 


62864. 
RI68-350_..| Crystal Oil & Land 
Co. et al., 600 Beck 
Bldg., Shreveport, 
La. 71101. 
RI68-351__.| T. L. James & Co., 
Inc., Post Office 
Box 370, Ruston, 
La. 71270. 
RI68-352___| Calvert Exploration 
Co. (Operator), 
et al., National 
Bank of Tulsa 
Bldg., Tulsa, Okla. 
74103. 
Helmerich & Payne, 
Inc. (Operator), 
et al., Utica at 21st 
8t., Tulsa, Okla. 
74114. 
Sun Oil Co., Post 
Office Box 3383, 
Tulsa, Okla. 74101. 





| Harper Oil Co., 904 
Hightower Bidg., 
Oklahoma City, 
Okla. 73102. 








| Texas Gas Transmission 

| Corp. (Cotton Valley 
Field, Webster Parish, 
La.) (North Louisiana). 


Texas Gas Transmission 
Corp. (North Dubberly 
Area, Webster Parish, 
La.) (North Louisiana). 


Panhandle Eastern Pipe 
Line Co. (North Waynoke 
Field, Woods County, 
Okla.) (Oklahoma 
“Other” Area). 

Texas Gas Transmission 
Corp. (Terryville Field, 
Lincoln Parish, La.) 
(North Louisiana). 


| 
increase sus- until— | Rate in effect 





| Texas Gas Transmission 

Corp. (Cotton Valley 

Field, Webster Parish, 

| _ La.) (North Louisiana). 

| Texas Gas Transmission 

Corp. (Ruston Field, 

Lincoln Parish, La.) 

| (North Louisiana). 

| Panhandle Eastern Pipe 

Line Co. (Woodward 

Area, Woodward County, 

Okla.) (Panhandle Area). 

| Texas Gas Transmission 

Corp. (Sugar Creek Field, 

Claiborne Parish, La.) 

(North Louisiana). 

| Texas Gas Transmission 
Corp. (Calhoun Field, 
Ouachita Parish, La.) 
(North Louisiana). 

Michigan Wisconsin Pipe 
Line Co. (Woodward 
Area, Dewey County, 
Okla.). 


Colorado Interstate Gas 
Co. (Adams Ranch 
Field, Meade County, 
Kans.). 


Michigan Wisconsin Pipe 
Line Co. (Woodward 
Area, Major County, 
Okla.) (Oklahoma 
“Other” Area), and 
Woodward County, 
Okla. (Panhandle Area). 

E] Paso Natural Gas Co. 
(Beckham County, 
Okla.) (Oklahoma 
“Other” Area). 





2 The stated effective date is the first day after expiration of the statutory notice. 


3 Periodic rate increase. 
4 Pressure base is 14.65 p.s.i.a. 


§ The stated effective date is the effective date requested by Respondent. 


6 Footnote * not used. — 
7 No sales presently being made. 


§ Includes 0.5 cents per Mef service charge paid by Texas Eastern for delivery of 
dehydrated gas at central point by producer. 

* Rate applies only to gas produced in South Karon, South Cebeza, and Hostetter 
Fields in Bee and Goliad Counties (RR. District No. 2). 

10 For gas produced from North Hostetter Field and Hostetter Field, McMullen 


County, Tex. (RR. District No. 1). 


11 Includes 0.1267 cent service charge paid by Texas Eastern for dehydrating and 


gathering performed by producer. 
2 Redetermined rate increase. 


% Filing does not cover the properties dedicated to the contract agreements dated 
Feb. 20, 1960, and July 20, 1960, Supplement Nos. 5 and 6, respectively. 

4 Includes 1.25 cents service charge paid by Texas Eastern for compression and 
delivery of dehydrated gas at a central point by the producer. 

16 Subject to a downward B.t.u. adjustment. 


% Includes 1.75-cent tax reimbursement. 


" Pressure base is 15.025 p.s.i.a. 
® Pressure base is 15.025 p.s.i.a. 


18 Settlement rate approved by Commission order issued Aug. 9, 1963, in Docket 


No. G-13532 et al. 


Filing from certificated rate to initial contract rate. 


Proposed refund in 
pended increased rate docket 
| Nos. 
| | 


| 12-11-67 | #2 1-68 3 161 6 17 19, 25 


12-11-67 | i 8 18. 25 
12-13-67 | 16 18 18, 25 


316 6 17 19.75 
36 16 17 19.75 


12-12-67 49 17, 986 





| 12-11-67 1618.25 | 3 16 1617 19,75 


12-11-67 i 16 18, 25 318 18 17 19,25 


| 12-11-67 | 18 0 18.75 3 16 16 17 20, 25 





12-11-67 31 18, 275 3421 19.350 


1b 16 18, 25 315 16 17 19,75 
18 16 18,75 3 18 16 17 20. 25 


15.0 424 22.0 


12-11-67 | | (Accepted) 
5 6-1 


| 12-11-67 | 1-68 42627 17.9 RI63-445. 


12-11-67 7- 1-8 © 9115.91 


217,91 


4% 9 9 19.925 
42 29 19,925 


2 1-11-68 8 13.015 $49 14.015 | RI68-200. 








2% Include base rate of 15 cents plus 0.87 cent upward B.t.u. adjustment (1,058 
B.t.u. gas) before increase and base rate of 17 cents plus 0.986 cent upward B.t.u. 
adjustment. Subject to upward and downward B.t.u. adjustment. 

21 Includes base rate of 17 cents plus 1.275 cents upward B.t.u. adjustment before 
increase and base rate of 18 cents plus 1.35 cents upward B.t.u. adjustment after 
increase. Base rate subject to upward and downward B.t.u. adjustment. 

2 Filing from initial certificated rate to first periodic increase. 

2 Footnote * not used. 

% Subject to upward and downward B.t.u. adjustment (B.t.u. content of gas not 
stated). 

28 Provides for 17-cent rate from Sept. 20, 1967 to Sept. 19, 1972. (Contract Amend- 
ment dated Nov. 21, 1967). 

% Renegotiated rate increase. 

27 Includes base rate of 16 cents plus 1.8 cents upward B.t.u. adjustment (1,050 
B.t.u. gas) before increase and base rate of 17 cents plus 1.9 cents upward B.t.u., 
adjustment after increase. Base rate subject to upward and downward B.t.u. adjust- 
ment. 

% Filing from certificated rate to initial contract rate. 

* Includes base rate of 19 cents plus 0.91 cent upward B.t.u. adjustment plus 
0.015 cent tax reimbursement. 

% Base rate subject to upward and downward B.t.u. adjustment. 

31 For Major County, Okla. “Other” Area production. Includes base rate of 15 cents 
plus 0.91 cent upward B.t.u. adjustment (1,091 B.t.u. gas). 

# For Woodward County, Okla. (Panhandle Area) production. Includes base rate 
of 17 cents plus 0.91 cent upward B.t.u. adjustment (1,091 B.t.u. gas). 

8 Includes 0.015 cent tax reimbursement. 
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Marathon Oil Co., Marathon Oil Co. 
(Operator) et al., Pubco Petroleum Corp., 
Humble Oil & Refining Co., David Crow 
(Operator) et al., John Franks (Oper- 
ator) et al., E. A. Obering et al., Crystal 
Oil and Land Co. et al., T. L. James & Co., 
and Harper Oil Co., all request an effec- 
tive date of January 1, 1968, for their 
proposed rate increases. Good cause has 
not been shown for waiving the 30-day 
notice requirement provided in section 
4(d) of the Natural Gas Act to permit 
an earlier effective date for the above 
producers’ rate filings and such requests 
are denied. 

The Superior Oil Co. requests an effec- 
tive date of 1 day after issuance of its 
related permanent certificate in Docket 
No. CI68-290 on November 22, 1967, or 
in no event later than 30 days after filing 
and a 1-day suspension period if sus- 
pended. Good cause has not been shown 
for granting The Superior Oil Co.’s re- 
quest for an earlier effective date or for 
limiting to 1 day the suspension period 
with respect to its rate filing and such 
request is denied. 

Concurrently with the filing of its rate 
increase, Helmerich & Payne, Inc. (Oper- 
ator), et al., (Helmerich) submitted a 
contract amendment dated November 21, 
1967, designated as Supplement No. 6 to 
Helmerich’s FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 
22, which provides for its proposed rate 
increase under the rate schedule in- 
volved. We believe that it would be in 
the public interest to accept for filing 
Helmerich’s proposed contract amend- 
ment to become effective as of Janu- 
ary 11, 1968, the proposed effective date, 
but not the proposed rate contained 
therein which is suspended as herein- 
after ordered. 

All of the producers’ proposed in- 
creased rates and charges exceed the 
applicable area price levels for-increased 
rates as set forth in the Commission’s 
statement of general policy No. 61-1, as 
amended (18 CFR 2.56). 

The proposed changed rates and 
charges may be unjust, unreasonable, 
unduly discriminatory, or preferential, 
or otherwise unlawful. 

The Commission finds: 

(1) Good cause has been shown for 
accepting for filing Helmerich’s contract 
amendment dated November 21, 1967, 
designated as Supplement No. 6 to Hel- 
merich’s FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 22, 
and for permitting such supplement to 
become effective on January 11, 1968, 
the proposed effective date. 

(2) It is necessary and proper in the 
public interest and to aid in the enforce- 
ment of the provisions of the Natural 
Gas Act that the Commission enter upon 
hearings concerning the lawfulness of 
the proposed changes, and that the 
above-designated rate supplements be 
suspended and the use thereof deferred 
as hereinafter ordered (except for the 
supplement set forth in paragraph (1) 
above). 

The Commission orders: 

(A) Helmerich contract amendment 
dated November 21, 1967, designated as 
Supplement No. 6 to Helmerich’s FPC 
Gas Rate Schedule No. 22, is accepted 


NOTICES 


for filing and permitted to become effec- 
tive on January 11, 1968, the proposed 
effective date. : 

(B) Pursuant to the authority of the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 
4 and 15 thereof, the Commission’s rules 
of practice and procedure, and the regu- 
lations under the Natural Gas Act (18 
CFR Ch. I), public hearings shall be held 
upon dates to be fixed by notices from the 
Secretary concerning the lawfulness of 
the proposed increased rates and charges 
contained in the above-designated rate 
supplements (except the supplement set 
forth in paragraph (A) above). 

(C) Pending hearings and decisions 
thereon, the above-designated supple- 
ments are hereby suspended and the use 
thereof deferred until the date indicated 
in the above “Date Suspended Until” 
column, and thereafter until such further 
time as they are made effective in the 
manner prescribed by the Natural Gas 
Act. 

(D) Neither the supplements hereby 
suspended, nor the rate schedules sought 
to be altered thereby, shall be changed 
until these proceedings have been dis- 
posed of or until the periods of suspension 
have expired, unless otherwise ordered 
by the Commission. 

(E) Notices of intervention or peti- 
tions to intervene may be filed with the 
Federal Power Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with the rules 
of practice and procedure (18 CFR 1.8 
and 1.37(f)) on or before February 26, 
1968. 


By the Commission. 


[SEAL] KENNETH F.. Plums, 


Acting Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-659; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:45 a.m.] 


[Docket No. CP67-307 etc.] 


CONSOLIDATED GAS SUPPLY CORP. 
ET AL. 


Order Permitting Intervention, Consol- 
idating Applications, and Fixing 
Date of Prehearing Conference 


JANUARY 12, 1968. 

Consolidated Gas Supply Corp., Doc- 
ket No. CP67-307; Texas Gas Transmis- 
sion Corp., Docket No. CP67-308; United 
Gas Pipe Line Co., Docket No. CP68-14. 

In its application filed April 24, 1967, 
in Docket No. CP67-307 Consolidated 
Gas Supply Corp. (Consolidated) seeks 
a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity authorizing it to construct and 
operate pipeline and compressor facili- 
ties at an estimated cost of approxi- 
mately $37,459,000 for the purpose of 
receiving up to 200,000 Mcf of natural 
gas per day from Texas Gas Transmis- 
sion Corp. (Texas Gas) at a point near 
Lebanon, Ohio. In order to deliver the 
aforementioned 200,000 Mcf* per day 
to Consolidated, Texas Gas filed, on 
April 24, 1967, in Docket No. CP67-308, 
an interdependent application requesting 
a certificate of public convenience and 


1 All volumes stated at 15.025 p.s.i.a. 
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necessity authorizing it to sell gas to 
Consolidated and to construct and 
operate pipeline and compressor facili- 
ties at an estimated cost of about 
$35,596,000. Both applicants plan to con- 
struct their proposed facilities in grad- 
uated steps over a 3-year period in order 
that gas can be deliverd to Consolidated 
by Texas Gas in three increments: 
112,500 Mcf per day beginning Novem- 
ber 1, 1968; 225,000 Mcf per day begin- 
ning November 1, 1969; and 300,000 Mcf 
per day commencing November 1, 1970. 
Included in the aforementioned incre- 
ments are graduated volumes of 37,500 
Mef, 75,000 Mcf, and 100,000 Mcf to 
provide for the consummation of Con- 
solidated’s and Texas Gas’ proposal to 
convert an existing 100,000-Mcf-per-day 
transportation service, now performed by 
Texas Gas for Consolidated, into a sale 
by Texas Gas to Consolidated over the 
same 3-year period. 

Texas Gas’ proposed sale to Consoli- 
dated is, in turn, dependent upon an 
application, filed July 14, 1967, in Docket 
No. CP68-14, by United Gas Pipe Line 
Co. (United) , seeking a certificate of pub- 
lic convenience and necessity authoriz- 
ing United to sell up to 200,000 Mcf per 
day to Texas Gas and to construct pipe- 
line and compressor facilities, at an esti- 
mated cost of approximately $16,582,000, 
over the 3-year period during which 
Texas Gas and Consolidated expect to 
construct their proposed facilities. 

Further details concerning Consoli- 
dated’s and Texas Gas’ applications have 
previously been given in separate no- 
tices issued May 1, 1967, in Docket Nos. 
CP67-307 and CP67-308 and published 
in the FEDERAL REGISTER on May 6, 1967 
(32 F.R. 6993 and 6995, respectively). 
Details concerning United’s application 
appeared in a notice issued July 20, 1967, 
and published in the FEDERAL REGISTER 
on July 28, 1967 (32 F.R. 11059). 

Petitions seeking leave to intervene in 
this proceeding were filed as indicated in 
the following tabulation. 


Names of petitioners and 
basis given for being per- 
mitted to intervene 

Appalachian Power Co. and 
Ohio Power Co. (Two joint 
petitions filed separately in 
Docket Nos. CP67-307 and 
CP67-308 alleging that 
Consolidated and petition- 
ers are competitors in the 
same market areas). 

Consolidated Gas Supply 
Corp. (One petition filed 
in Docket No. CP67-308 
alleging that Consolidated 
is the prospective pur- 
chaser of the gas Texas Gas 
proposes to sell). 

Iroquois Gas Corp., Pennsyl- 
vania Gas Co., and United 
Natural Gas Co. (One joint 
petition filed 2 days late in 
Docket No, CP67-307 alleg- 
ing that petitioners are 
customers of Consoli- 
dated). 

Louisville Gas & Electric Co. 
(One petition filed in 
Docket No. CP67-308 alleg- 
ing that it is one of Texas 
Gas’ largest customers). 


Dates of filing 


May 29, 1967. 


May 31, 1967. 


May 26, 1967. 


19, 1968 
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Names of petitioners and 
basis given for being per- 
mitted to intervene 

Mississippi River Transmis- 
sion Corp. (One petition 
filed in Docket No. CP68— 
14 alleging that it pur- 
chases about 65 percent of 
its annual gas supply from 
United). 

Mississippi Valley Gas Co. 
(One petition filed in 
Docket No. CP67-308 alleg- 
ing that it is an existing 
customer of Texas Gas). 

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. 
(One petition filed in both 
Docket Nos. CP67-307 and 
CP67-308 alleging that it 
purchases its entire gas 
supply from _ Consoli- 
dated). 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co., a 
division of Tenneco, Inc. 
(One petition filed in both 
Docket Nos. CP67-307 and 
CP67-308 alleging that 
Consolidated is one of 
Tennessee’s principal cus- 
tomers). 

Texas Eastern Transmission 
Corp. (Three petitions filed 
separately in Docket Nos. 
CP67-307, CP67-308, and 
CP68-14 alleging that it is 
one of Consolidated’s prin- 
cipal suppliers, purchases 
and sells gas to Texas Gas, 
and is United’s largest 
jurisdictional purchaser) . 

Texas Gas Transmission 
Corp. (One petition -filed 
in Docket No. CP67-307 al- 
leging that it is the pro- 
spective supplier of the gas 
Consolidated proposes to 
buy and transport). 

United Gas Pipe Line Co. 
(Two petitions filed sepa- 
rately in Docket Nos. CP67- 
307 and CP67-308 alleging 
that Texas Gas’ proposed 
sales to Consolidated are 
dependent upon its pro- 
posed sale to Texas Gas). 


Dates of filing 
Aug. 17, 1967. 


May 29, 1967. 


May 29, 1967, 
and Aug. 17, 
1967. 


May 29, 1967. 


All of the foregoing petitioners who 
are either customers of applicants or 
suppliers of gas to one or more of the 
applicants in this proceeding uniformly 
allege that their rates and service may be 
adversely affected by any action which 
the Commission may take on the applica- 
tions and that their interests will not be 
represented by any other party and 
therefore their interests cannot be ade- 
quately represented unless they are per- 
mitted to intervene. All of them, except 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp. 
(Texas Eastern), expressly aver that 
they are not requesting a formal hearing 
and seek to become interveners only in 
the event a formal hearing is held. 

Texas Eastern specifically requests a 
formal hearing. It claims that it now 
transports for an additional distance the 
gas which is presently being transported 
by Texas Gas for Consolidated and that 
this service may be affected by Consoli- 
dated’s proposal to substitute a purchase 
from Texas Gas for the existing trans- 
portation service. It also alleges that it is 
one of Consolidated’s principal suppliers 
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and that any growth in Consolidated’s 
service area for the next several years 
will be supplied by Texas Gas and that 
this arrangement will apparently pre- 
clude it from being able to share in the 
sale of gas to Consolidated for the pur- 
pose of meeting this additional growth. 
It also claims that the rates under which 
it buys from both Texas Gas and United 
may be adversely affected by the propos- 
als in this proceeding. None of the appli- 
cants filed an answer either opposing 
Texas Eastern’s request for a formal 
hearing or objecting to its being per- 
mitted to intervene. 

Appalacian Power Co. and Ohio Power 
Co. (Power Companies) also request that 
a formal hearing be held. They allege 
that they market electric power in some 
of the service areas in which Consoli- 
dated sells natural gas and that they are 
competitors of Consolidated, especially 
in the category of space heating. They 
claim that Consolidated was permitted 
to become the sole supplier of‘gas for its 
affiliated customers by the Commission’s 
order issued March 24, 1967, in Consoli- 
dated Gas Supply Corp., 37 FPC 593, but 
that Consolidated has not yet filed its 
restruetured three-part rate for sale of 
gas to nonaffiliated customers pursuant 
to that order, and that the gas which 
Consolidated proposes to acquire and 
transport in Docket No. CP67-307 may 
not be sold under the existing rates pres- 
ently on file for sales to nonaffiliated 
customers. The result of certification 
under such circumstances may be that 
Consolidated will thereafter argue that 
its three-part rates must be accepted by 
the Commission in order for Consolidated 
to sell the volumes of gas for which it 
and Texas Gas will already have been 
authorized to spend about $70 million 
for construction of the facilities neces- 
sary to bring additional gas into Con- 
solidated’s service area. Power Com- 
panies also cast doubt upon Consoli- 
dated’s estimated projection in its appli- 
cation—that it will attach approximately 
182,000 new space heating customers— 
by pointing out that Power Companies 
expect to attach 43,000 new space heat- 
ing customers during this same 3-year 
period and that the number of customers 
“* * * which Consolidated projects for 
its system can only be achieved if Con- 
solidated obtains gas heating consumers 
which (Power Companies) believe will, 
instead, “become electric heating cus- 
tomers” (Petition, p. 7). 

On June 29, 1967, both Texas Gas and 
Consolidated filed answers to Power 
Companies’ petitions to intervene re- 
questing that the petitions either be de- 
nied or that Power Companies be re- 
stricted to showing the extent, if any, 
that their marketing of electric energy 
for house heating purposes may be ad- 
versely affected in the event a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity is 
granted to Consolidated in this proceed- 
ing. Consolidated argues that Power 
Companies are competitive with it in 
areas in which it would expect to sell 
only about 2 percent of the gas supply 
which it seeks to acquire in this pro- 
ceeding. Consolidated contends that its 


19, 






failure to file three-part rates for sales 
of gas to nonaffiliates is irrelevant to 
arguments of Power Companies because 
its nonaffiliated customers sell gas in 
Pennsylvania and New York where Power 
Companies do not distribute electric 
energy. Finally, Consolidated claims that 
a competitor must at the very least allege 
economic aggrievement and that Power 
Companies’ bare assertion that they dis- 
tribute electric energy in some of the 
same communities in which Consolidated 
sells gas is not a sufficient allegation of 
economic injury. In support of this con- 
tention Consolidated quotes from the 
Commission’s opinion in United Fuel Gas 
Co., 31 FPC 1342, 1357, wherein the Com- 
mission indicated that persons claiming 
the right to intervene because of their 
competitive status should “* * * allege 
facts in their pleadings sufficient, if true, 
to indicate the nature of the injury.” 

It would appear that Power Compa- 
nies have alleged economic injury in that 
they specifically claim that they expect to 
attach about 43,000 electric space heat- 
ing customers over the next three years 
and that, if their expectations material- 
ize, Consolidated will not be able to at- 
tach the 182,000 new gas space heating 
customers shown in its market estimates 
in its application. They thereafter state 
that their position in the space heating 
market will be adversely affected if Con- 
solidated is permitted to build facilities 
on the basis of incorrect load projections 
because Consolidated would then have to 
file new rates, improperly prejudicial to 
Power Companies and different from the 
rates used to justify economic feasibility 
in this proceeding, in order to attach the 
space heating customers projected in 
Consolidated’s application. 

Consolidated is correct in contending 
that Power Companies have been some- 
what vague in their allegations of eco- 
nomic injury, but it would appear that 
Power Companies’ allegations constitute 
a sufficient basis to justify intervention 
in light of the rationale of the court in 
City of Pittsburgh v. F.P.C., 237 F. 2d 741 
(CADC) where the court noted at page 
747 that the Natural Gas Act makes no 
provision for the correction of adminis- 
trative errors by anyone other than those 
“aggrieved” parties whose self-interest 
impels them to activity and that Con- 
gress chose the method of litigation by 
private parties as the means to test the 
validity of administrative action under 
the Natural Gas Act. Additionally, Con- 
solidated’s answer concedes that Power 
Companies will be competing with it in a 
portion of its service area. In Virginia 
Peteroleum Jobbers Association v. F.P.C.., 
265 F. 2d 364, the court stated (at p. 
368) : 


* * * (Jobbers’ Association) will be di- 
rectly competing for fuel revenues with both 
Blue Ridge and Atlantic, the latter being 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Power 
Commission. We hold, therefore, that their 
Association had a right to intervene in the 
proceeding before the Federal commission, 
under the principles elaborated in the city 
of Pittsburg and National Coal Association 
cases, since the right to appeal from an order 
presupposes participation in the proceedings 
which led to it. * * * 
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It does not appear that Power Com- 
panies’ participation in this proceeding 
can properly be restricted, as requested 
by Consolidated and Texas Gas, in light 
of the court’s, statement in Juarez Gas 
Company V. F.P.C., 375 F. 2d 595 (CADC) 
that (p. 598): 

* * * And the fact that petitioner would 
be adversely affected only in its private in- 
terests by whatever action the Commission 
might take does not negative petitioner’s 
standing to advance factors bearing upon the 
public convenience and necessity. 


The Commission finds: 


(1) Although the joint petition of Iro- 
quois Gas Corp., Pennsylvania Gas Co., 
and United Natural Gas Co., was not filed 
within the time prescribed by section 
1.8(d) of the Commission’s rules of prac- 
tice and procedure, good cause exists to 
permit the late filing. 

(2) The applications of Consolidated, 
Texas Gas, and United in Docket Nos. 
CP67-307, CP67-308, and CP68-14, re- 
spectively, are interdependent and should 
be consolidated for purposes of hearing. 

(3) It is desirable to allow the com- 
panies which have filed petitions to in- 
tervene to become interveners in this 
proceeding in order that they may es- 
tablish the facts and law from which 
the nature and validity of their alleged 
rights and interests may be determined 
and show what further action may be 
appropriate under the circumstances in 
the administration of the Natural Gas 
Act. 

The Commission orders: 


(A) The above-named petitioners are 
hereby permitted to become interveners 
in this proceeding subject to the rules 
and regulations of the Commission: 
Provided, however, That the participa- 
tion of such interveners shall be limited 
to matters.affecting asserted rights and 
interests as specifically set forth in said 
petitions for leave to intervene; and 
Provided, further, That the admission of 
such interveners shall not be construed 
as recognition by the Commission that 
they or any of them might be aggrieved 
because of any order or orders of the 
Commission entered in this proceeding. 

(B) Pursuant to the provisions of 
§ 1.18 of the Commission’s rules of prac- 
tice and procedure, a prehearing confer- 
ence before a duly designated presiding 
examiner shall commence at 10 a.m., 
e.s.t., on January 31, 1968, in a hearing 
room of the Federal Power Commission, 
441 G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20426, for the purpose of considering all 
matters at issue in the proceeding, de- 
termining the manner and time within 
which evidence shall be presented, fixing 
the date on which the hearing shall 
commence, and entertaining adoption of 
suggestions which may expedite the 
proceeding. 

(C) The applications of Consolidated 
Gas Supply Corp., Texas Gas Transmis- 
sion Corp., and United Gas Pipe Line 
Co. in Docket Nos. CP67-307, CP67-308, 
and CP68-14, respectively, are consoli- 
dated for purposes of hearing. 

(D) Consolidated, Texas Gas, and 
United shall, within 5 days after issuance 
of this order, serve copies of their appli- 
cations and supplements thereto, if any, 
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upon all parties to this consolidated 
proceeding, unless such service has here- 
tofore been made. 


By the Commission. 


[sEAL] GorDON M. GRANT, 
Secretary. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-730; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
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FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


FIRST VIRGINIA BANKSHARES 
CORPORATION 


Notice of Application for Approval 
of Acquisition of Shares of Bank 


Notice is hereby given that application 
has been made to the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System pursuant 
to section 3(a) of the Bank Holding 
Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1842 
(a)), by First Virginia Bankshares Corp., 
which is a bank holding company located 
in Arlington, Va., for the prior approval 
of the Board of the acquisition by Appli- 
cant of 51 percent or more of the voting 
shares of Monticello National Bank, 
Charlottesville, Va. 

Section 3(c) of the Act provides that 
the Board shall not approve (1) any 
acquisition or merger or consolidation 
under this section which would result 
in a monopoly, or which would be in 
furtherance of any combination or con- 
spiracy to monopolize or to attempt to 
monopolize the business of banking in 
any part of the United States, or (2) any 
other proposed acquisition or merger or 
consolidation under this section whose 
effect in any section of the country may 
be substantially to lessen competition, or 
to tend to create a monopoly, or which 
in any other manner would be in re- 
straint of trade, unless it finds that the 
anticompetitive effects of the proposed 
transaction are clearly outweighed in the 
public interest by the probable effect of 
the transaction in meeting the conven- 
ience and needs of the community to be 
served. 

Section 3(c) further provides that in 
every case, the Board shall take into 
consideration the financial and mana- 
gerial resources and future prospects of 
the company or companies and the 
banks concerned, and the convenience 
and needs of the community to be served. 

Not later than thirty (30) days after 
the publication of this notice in the 
FEDERAL REGISTER, comments and views 
regarding the proposed acquisition may 
be filed with the Board. Communications 
should be addressed to the Secretary, 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
serve System, Washington, D.C. 20551. 
Public access to the application may be 
had at the office of the Board of Gover- 
nors or the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Richmond. 


Dated at Washington, D.C., this 11th 
day of January 1968. 


By order of the Board of Governors. 
[SEAL] RosBerT P. FORRESTAL, 
Assistant Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc, 68-733; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:46 a.m.] 


FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL. 33, NO. 13——-FRIDAY, JANUARY 


719 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[File No. 7-2830] 


AMERICAN SAFETY EQUIPMENT 
CORP. 


Notice of Application for Unlisted 
Trading Privileges and of Oppor- 
tunity for Hearing 


JANUARY 15, 1968. 

In the matter of application of the 
Philadelphia - Baltimore - Washington 
Stock Exchange for unlisted trading 
privileges in a certain security. 

The above named national securities 
exchange has filed an application with 
the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion pursuant to section 12(f) (1) (B) of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and 
Rule 12f-1 thereunder, for unlisted trad- 
ing privileges iri the common stock of the 
following company, which security is 
listed and registered on one or more 
other national securities exchange: 


American Safety Equipment Corp., File No. 
7-2830. 


Upon receipt of a request, on or before 
January 30, 1968 from any interested 
person, the Commission will determine 
whether the application shall be set down 
for hearing. Any such request should 
state briefly the nature of the interest 
of the person making the request and the 
position he proposes to take at the hear- 
ing, if ordered. In addition, any inter- 
ested person may submit his views or any 
additional facts bearing on the said ap- 
plication by means of a letter addressed 
to the Secretary, Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, Washington 25, 
D.C., not later than the date specified. 
If no one requests a hearing, this appli- 
cation will be determined by order of the 
Commission on the basis of the facts 
stated therein and other information 
contained in the official files of the Com- 
mission pertaining thereto. 


For the Commission (pursuant to dele- 
gated authority). 





[SEAL] OrvaL L. DuBors, 
Secretary. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-750; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 
[812-2248] 
CHRYSLER OVERSEAS CAPITAL 
CORP. 


Notice of Filing of Application for 
Order Exempting Company From 
All Provisions of the Act 


JANUARY 15, 1968. 

Notice is hereby given that Chrysler 
Overseas Capital Corp. (“Applicant’’), 
341 Massachusetts Avenue, Highland 
Park, Mich., has filed an application pur- 
suant to section 6(c) of the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 (“Act”) for an 
order exempting it from all provisions of 
the Act and the rules and regulations 
thereunder. All interested persons are 
referred to the application on file with 
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the Commission for a statement of the 
representations therein, which are sum- 
marized below. 

The Applicant was organized by 
Chrysler Corp. (“Chrysler’’) under the 
laws of the State of Delaware in Febru- 
ary 1966. All of the initially issued stock 
of Applicant, consisting of 100,000 shares 
of capital stock, par value $100 per share 
has been purchased by Chrysler for $10 
million and are held by Chrysler. Chrys- 
ler has informed Applicant that it may 
hereafter make further investments in 
the Applicant, in exchange for additional 
shares of the Applicant’s capital stock or 
by contributions to the capital of the 
Applicant. Any additional securities, 
other than debt securities, which Appli- 
cant may issue in the future will be 
issued only to Chrysler or one or more 
of its wholly owned subsidiaries and 
Chrysler has informed Applicant that it 
or its wholly owned subsidiaries will con- 
tinue to own all shares of the Applicant’s 
capital stock and any additional securi- 
ties, other than debt securities of the 
Applicant so acquired and will not dis- 
pose of them except to the Applicant 
itself or to Chrysler or to one or more of 
other wholly owned subsidiaries of 
Chrysler. Neither Chrysler nor any 
wholly owned subsidiary of Chrysler 
which may own the securities, other than 
debt securities, of the Applicant is or will 
be an investment company within the 
meaning of the Act. 

Chrysler, a Delaware corporation, is 
primarily engaged, directly and through 
its subsidiaries in the manufacture, as- 
sembly and sale of passenger cars, trucks, 
and related automotive parts and 
accessories. 

The primary activity of the Applicant 
is to finance the foreign operations (di- 
rect or indirect) of Chrysler through 
the sale of the Applicant’s securities in- 
cluding borrowing outside the United 
States by Applicant, consistent with the 
President’s program to improve the bal- 
ance of payments position of the United 
States. Applicant intends to issue and sell 
an aggregate of $50 million principal 
amount of its Guaranteed Sinking Fund 
Debentures Due 1988 (“Debentures”). 
Chrysler will guarantee the principal, 
premium, if any, Sinking Fund and in- 
terest payment on the Debentures. Any 
additional debt securities of Applicant 
which may be issued to or held by the 
public will be guaranteed by Chrysler 
substantially in the same manner as the 
Debentures. The Debentures will be con- 
vertible on or after August 15, 1968, into 
common stock of Chrysler. The Director 
of the Office of Foreign Direct Invest- 
ments of the U.S. Department of Com- 
merce, the Applicant and Chrysler have 
entered into a closing agreement dated 
January 10, 1968, which authorizes, 
among other things, the Applicant and 
Chrysler to pay the principal and pre- 
mium on the Debentures and to deliver 
the common stock of Chrysler into which 
the Debentures are convertible. 

It is intended that upon completion 
of the long-term investment of Appli- 
cant’s assets, at least 80 percent of the 
assets of the Applicant, exclusive of US. 
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Government securities and cash items, 
will be invested in or loaned to for- 
eign companies (or domestic companies, 
substantially all of the business of which 
is conducted outside of the United 
States) which are primarily engaged in 
a business or businesses other than in- 
vesting, reinvesting, owning, holding, or 
trading in securities and which are, or 
upon the making of such investment will 
be (1) majority-owned subsidiaries of 
Chrysler within the meaning of section 
2(a) (23) of the Act, or (2) companies 
under Chrysler’s control within the 
meaning of section 2(a)(9) of the Act, 
or (3) companies which are engaged in 
the business of Chrysler or its subsidiar- 
ies, in which Chrysler or the Applicant 
owns an equity interest of 15 percent or 
more. Applicant will proceed as expedi- 
tiously as practicable with the invest- 
ment of its assets in the manner 
described above. Pending such invest- 
ment and from time to time thereafter 
in connection with changes in such in- 
vestment, Applicant will make temporary 
investments in obligations of foreign 
governments, foreign financial institu- 
tions, other foreign persons, and foreign 
branches of U.S. financial institutions. 

The Debentures are to be offered pur- 
suant to underwriting or distribution 
agreements which will contain provisions 
intended to assure that the Debentures 
will not be sold to nationals or residents 
of the United States or its territories or 
possessions (‘United States persons’). 
Any future debt securities of the Appli- 
cant to be sold to the public will be sold 
under similar conditions. 

Counsel has advised the Applicant and 
Chrysler that at the time of issuance of 
the Debentures by the Applicant, Deben- 
tures purchased by U.S. persons will be 
subject to the Interest Equalization Tax, 
unless a specific statutory exemption is 
available. Thus, by financing its foreign 
operations through the Applicant rather 
than through sale of its own debt obli- 
gations, Chrysler will utilize an instru- 
mentality the acquisition of whose debt 
obligations by U.S. persons would, gen- 
erally, subject such persons to interest 
equalization tax, thereby tending to dis- 
courage them from purchasing such debt 
securities. 

The Debentures will be listed on the 
New York Stock Exchange and registered 
under the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934. 

Applicant submits that it is appropri- 
ate in the public interest and consistent 
with the protection of investors and the 
purposes fairly intended by the policies 
and provisions of the Act for the Com- 
mission to enter an order exempting Ap- 
plicant from each and every provision 
of the Act for the following reasons: 
(1) The primary purpose of the Appli- 
cant is to provide a vehicle through 
which Chrysler may obtain funds in for- 
eign countries to meet its foreign capital 
requirements while assisting in improv- 
ing the balance of payments position of 
the United States; (2) to service fully 
all its obligations, the payment of the 
Debentures, which is guaranteed by 
Chrysler, and the value of the right to 
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convert the Debentures by exchanging 
them for shares of Chrysler common 
stock, do not depend solely on the opera- 
tions or investment policy of the Appli- 
cant, for as a result of the guarantee, the 
Debenture holders may ultimately look 
to the business enterprise of Chrysler 
rather than solely to that of the Appli- 
cant. Accordingly, the public policy un- 
derlying the Act is not applicable to the 
Applicant nor do the security holders of 
the Applicant require the protection af- 
forded by the Act; (3) none of the secu- 
rities of the Applicant (other than debt 
securities) will be held by any person 
other than Chrysler or a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Chrysler; (4) Applicant 
will not permit any debt securities to be 
issued to or held by the public unless 
they are guaranteed by Chrysler; (5) 
Applicant will not deal or trade in secu- 
rities; (6) Applicant’s security holders 
will have the benefit of the disclosure and 
reporting provisions of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 and of the New 
York Stock Exchange; Chrysler has un- 
dertaken to endeavor to effect any neces- 
sary registration under the Securities 
Act of 1933 of the common stock of 
Chrysler into which the Debentures will 
be convertible; (7) the Debentures will 
be offered and sold to foreign nationals in 
accordance with procedures designed to 
prevent the reoffering or resale of the 
Debentures to nationals or residents of 
the United States or its territories or 
possessions; (8) the burden of the inter- 
est equalization tax will discourage pur- 
chase of the Debentures by any USS. 
person. 

Notice is further given that any inter- 
ested person may, not later than Janu- 
ary 25, 1968, at 5:30 p.m., submit to the 
Commission in writing a request for a 
hearing on the matter accompanied by 
a statement as to the nature of his in- 
terest, the reason for such request and 
the issues, if any, of fact or of law pro- 
posed to be controverted, or he may re- 
quest that he be notified if the Com- 
mission should order a hearing thereon. 
Any such communication should be ad- 
dressed: Secretary, Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, Washington, D.C. 
20549. A copy of such request shall be 
served personally or by mail (air mail if 
the person being served is located more 
than 500 miles from the point of mailing) 
upon Applicant at the address stated 
above. Proof of such service (by affidavit 
or in case of an attorney at law by cer- 
tificate) shall be filed contemporaneousiy 
with the request. At any time after said 
date, as provided by Rule 0-5 of the rules 
and regulations promulgated under the 
Act, an order disposing of the applica- 
tion herein may be issued by the Com- 
mission upon the basis of the informa- 
tion stated in said application, unless 
an order for hearing upon said applica- 
tion shall be issued upon request or upon 
the Commission’s own motion. Persons 
who request a hearing or advice as to 
whether a hearing is ordered, will re- 
ceive notice of further developments in 
this matter, including the date of the 
hearing (if ordered) and any postpone- 
ments thereof. 
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For the Commission (pursuant to dele- 
gated authority). 





[SEAL] Orval L. DuBo!rs, 
Secretary. 
|F.R. Doc. 68-751; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 
[70-4574] 


GENERAL PUBLIC UTILITIES CORP. 


Notice of Proposed Cash Capital Con- 
tributions to Subsidiary Companies 


JANUARY 15, 1968. 

Notice is hereby given that General 
Public Utilities Corp. (“GPU’’), 80 Pine 
Street, New York, N.Y. 10005, a regis- 
tered holding company, has filed with 
this Commission a declaration, pursuant 
to the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935 (‘‘Act’’), designating section 
12(b) of the Act and Rule 45 promul- 
gated thereunder as applicable to the 
proposed transactions. All interested 
persons are referred to the declaration, 
which is summarized below, for a com- 
plete statement of the proposed trans- 
actions. 

GPU proposes to make cash capital 
contributions, from time to time during 
1968, to its subsidiary companies named 
below in amounts not in excess of those 
shown: 


Metropolitan Edison Co_--.---- $15, 500, 000 
Jersey Central Power & Light Co. 23, 800, 000 


New Jersey Power & Light Co... 4,200,000 
Pennsylvania Electric Co.-..--- 31, 000, 000 
TOR cnwnynscdnscannns 74, 500, 000 


The cash capital contributions will be 
utilized by the respective companies to 
finance their business as public utility 
companies, including construction of new 
facilities amd an increase of working 
capital. 

The filings state that no State or Fed- 
eral commission, other than this Com- 
mission, has jurisdiction over the pro- 
posed transactions. GPU estimates that 
the fees and expenses in connection with 
the proposed transactions will be ap- 
proximately $2,500. 

Notice is further given that any in- 
terested person may, not later than 
February 12, 1968, request in writing that 
a hearing be held on such matter, stat- 
ing the nature of his interest, the rea- 
sons for such request, and the issues of 
fact or law raised by said declaration 
which he desires to controvert; or he 
May request that he be notified if the 
Commission should order a _ hearing 
thereon. Any such request should be 
addressed: Secretary, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Washington, D.C. 
20549. A copy of such request should be 
served personally or by mail (airmail if 
the person being served is located more 
than 500 miles from the point of mail- 
ing) upon the declarant at the above- 
stated address, and proof of service (by 
affidavit or, in case of an attorney at 
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law, by certificate) should be filed with 
the request. At any time after said date, 
the declaration, as filed or as it may be 
amended, may be permitted to become 
effective as provided in Rule 23 of the 
general rules and regulations promul- 
gated under the Act, or the Commission 
may grant exemption from such rules 
as provided in Rules 20(a) and 100 
thereof or take such other action as it 
may deem appropriate. Persons who re- 
quest a hearing or advice as to whether 
a hearing is ordered, will receive notice 
of further developments in this matter, 
including the date of the hearing (if 
ordered) and any postponerments thereof. 


For the Commission (pursuant to dele- 
gated authority). 


[SEAL] OrvAL L. DuBots, 
Secretary. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-752; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 





NORTH AMERICAN RESEARCH & 
DEVELOPMENT CORP. 


Order Suspending Trading 


JANUARY 15, 1968. 

It appearing to the Securities and 
Exchange Commission that the summary 
suspension of trading in the common 
stock of North American Research & De- 
velopment Corp., 1935 South Main Street, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, and all other secu- 
rities of North American Research & 
Development Corp. being traded other- 
wise than on a national securities ex- 
change is required in the public inter- 
est and for the protection of investors: 

It is ordered, Pursuant to section 15 
(c) (5) of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934, that trading in such securities 
otherwise than on a national securities 
exchange be summarily suspended, this 
order to be effective for the period Jan- 
uary 16, 1968, through January 25, 1968, 
both dates inclusive. 


By the Commission. 


[SEAL] OrvVAL L. DuBors, 
Secretary. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-753; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 


8:47 a.m.] 





[File Nos, 7-2825—7-2829] 
PACIFIC PETROLEUMS, LTD., ET AL. 


Notice of Applications for Unlisted 
Trading Privileges and of Oppor- 
tunity for Hearing 


JANUARY 15, 1968. 

In the matter of applications of the 
Midwest Stock Exchange for unlisted 
trading privileges in certain securities. 

The above-named national securities 
exchange has filed applications with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
pursuant to section 12(f) (1) (B) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and 
Rule 12f-1 thereunder, for unlisted trad- 
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ing privileges in the common stocks of 
the following companies, which securities 
are listed and registered on one or more 
other national securities exchanges: 


File No 

Pacific Petroleums, Ltd.......-.--- 17-2825 

Purex Corporation, Ltd........---.. 7-2826 

TOE: © WR iincdacnnnesndande 7-2827 

Texas Instruments, Inc............- 7-2828 
United States Smelting, Refining and 

ee 7-2829 


Upon receipt of a request, on or before 
January 30, 1968, from any interested 
person, the Commission will determine 
whether the application with respect to 
any of the companies named shall be set 
down for hearing. Any such request 
should state briefly the title of the se- 
curity in which he is interested, the na- 
ture of the interest of the person making 
the request, and the position he proposes 
to take at the hearing, if ordered. In ad- 
dition, any interested person may submit 
his views or any additional facts bearing 
on any of the said applications by means 
of a letter addressed to the Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Washington 25, D.C., not later than 
the date specified. If no one requests a 
hearing with respect to any particular 
application, such application will be de- 
termined by order of the Commission on 
the basis of the facts stated therein and 
other information contained in the of- 
ficial files of the Commission pertaining 
thereto. 


For the Commission (pursuant to dele- 
gated authority). 


[SEAL] OrvaL L. DuBots, 
Secretary. 
[P.R. Doc. 68-754; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 


8:47 a.m.] 





SANTA FE INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
Order Suspending Trading 


JANUARY 15, 1968. 

It appearing to the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission that the summary 
suspension of trading in the common 
stock of Santa Fe International, Inc., 
Denver, Colo. (Formerly Santa Fe Ura- 
nium and Oil Co., Inc.), otherwise than 
on a national securities exchange is re- 
quired in the public interest and for the 
protection of investors; 

It is ordered, Pursuant to section 15 
(c) (5) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, that trading in such securities 
otherwise than on a national securities 
exchange be summarily suspended, this 
order to be effective for the period com- 
mencing January 15, 1968, at 12:15 p.m. 
(e.s.t.), through January 24, 1968, both 
dates inclusive. 


By the Commission. 


[SEAL] OrvaL L. DuBois, 
Secretary. 
[F.R. Doc. 68-755; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 


8:47 a.m.] 








19, 1966 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


FOURTH SECTION APPLICATIONS 
FOR RELIEF 


JaNvARY 16, 1968. 

Protests to the granting of an appli- 
cation must be prepared in accordance 
with Rule 1100.40 of the general rules 
of practice (49 CFR 1100.40) and filed 
within 15 days from the date of publica- 
tion of this notice in the FEDERAL 
REGISTER. 


LoNG-AND-SHORT HAUL 


FSA No. 41210—Ferro Alloys to 
Bridgeville, Pa. Filed by O. W. South, 
Jr., agent (No. A5075), for interested rail 
carriers. Rates on ferro-manganese, 
ferro-silicon, silico-manganese, in car- 
loads, minimum 100,000 pounds, from 
Emco, Ala., Chattanooga and Rockwood, 
Tenn., to Bridgeville, Pa. 

Grounds for relief—Market competi- 
tion. 

Tariff—Supplement 115 to Southern 
Freight Association, agent, tariff I.C.C. 
S-308. 

FSA No. 41211—Mine or Quarry Drill- 
ing Machines to Points in Colorado. Filed 
by Western Trunk Line Committee, 
agent (No. A-2534), for interested rail 
carriers. Rates on mine or quarry drilling 
machines and/or parts, in carloads, from 
points in western trunkline territory, to 
specified points in Colorado. 

Grounds for relief—Short-line dis- 
tance formula and grouping. 

Tariff—Supplement 1 to Trans-Con- 
tinental Freight Bureau, agent, tariff 
I.C.C. 1767. 


By the Commission. 


[SEAL] H. Nett GARSON, 
Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-746; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 


[ Notice 74] 


MOTOR CARRIER TRANSFER 
PROCEEDINGS 


JANUARY 16, 1968. 

Synopses of orders entered pursuant 
to section 212(b) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, and rules and regulations 
prescribed thereunder (49 CFR Part 
279), appear below: 

As provided in the Commission’s spe- 
cial rules of practice any interested per- 
son may file a petition seeking reconsid- 
eration of the following numbered pro- 
ceedings within 20 days from the date 
of publication of this notice. Pursuant to 
section 17(8) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, the filing of such a petition will 
postpone the effective date of the order 
in that proceeding pending its disposi- 
tion. The matters relied upon by peti- 
tioners must be specified in their peti- 
tions with particularity. 


NOTICES 


No. MC-FC-69943. By order of Jan- 
uary 11, 1968, the Transfer Board, on 
reconsideration, approved the transfer 
to Charles P. Rutherford, Inc., Ambler, 
Pa., of the operating rights in Certificate 
No. MC-42390 issued September 7, 1940, 
to Joseph McNamee, Jr., Philadelphia, 
Pa., authorizing the transportation of 
household goods, over irregular routes, 
between Philadelphia, Pa., on the one 
hand, and, on the other, points in New 
York and New Jersey. Joseph H. Savitz, 
1332 Philadelphia National Bank Build- 
ing, Philadelphia, Pa. 19107, attorney for 
applicants. 

No. MC-FC-70073. By order of Janu- 
ary 11, 1968, the Transfer Board ap- 
proved the transfer to City Air Freight, 
Inc., Michigan City, Ind., of the operat- 
ing rights set forth in certificate No. 
MC-128377 (Sub-No. 1) issued October 
30, 1967, to Edith M. Kolodziejski, Michi- 
gan City, Ind., authorizing the transpor- 
tation, over specified regular routes, of 
general commodities, except classes A 
and B explosives, commodities in bulk, 
and commodities requiring special equip- 
ment, between Michigan City, Ind., and 
Midway and O’Hare International Air- 


“ports, Chicago, Ill., serving no intermedi- 


ate points, restricted to traffic having an 
immediately prior or subsequent move- 
ment by air. Wm. L. Carney, 105 East 
Jennings Avenue, South Bend, Ind. 
46614, practitioner for applicants. 

No. MC-FC-70115. By order of Janu- 
ary 11, 1968, the Transfer Board ap- 
proved the transfer to Thibodeau Ex- 
press, Ltd., a corporation, Windsor, On- 
tario, Canada, of the operating rights 
in certificate No. MC-64087 issued Oc- 
tober 14, 1960, to Leo J. Thibodeau, doing 
business as Thibodeau International 
Transport, Windsor, Ontario, Canada, 
authorizing the transportation, over ir- 
regular routes, of general commodities, 
except those of unusual value, classes A 
and B explosives, household goods, com- 
modities in bulk, commodities requiring 
special equipment, and those injurious or 
contaminating to other lading, between 
points within 8 miles of Detroit, Mich., 
including Detroit. Frank J. Kerwin, Jr., 
900 Guardian Building, Detroit, Mich. 
48226, attorney for applicants. 

No. MC-FC-70171. By order of Janu- 
ary 12, 1968, the Transfer Board ap- 
proved the transfer to Nolin’s Boston 
Express, Inc., Attleboro, Mass., of cer- 
tificate of registration No. MC-97940 
(Sub-No. 1) issued January 10, 1964 to 
Maurice R. Cameron, doing business as 
Nolin’s Boston Express, Attleboro, Mass., 
evidencing a right to engage in inter- 
state or foreign commerce in the trans- 
portation of commodities between points 
in Massachusetts. Herbert F. Patriquin, 
190 Chauncy Street, Mansfield, Mass. 
02048, attorney for applicants. 

No. MC-FC-70178. By order of Janu- 
ary 12, 1968, the Transfer Board ap- 
proved the transfer to Dennis Fuchshu- 
ber, doing business as Equipment Trans- 
port Co., Fort Worth, Tex., of the cer- 
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tificate of registration in No. MC-125288 
(Sub-No. 1) issued July 19, 1966, to Atlas 
Transportation Corp., 3007 McGowan, 
Post Office Box 5998, Dallas, Tex., evi- 
dencing a right of the holder to engage in 
transportation in interstate or foreign 
commerce corresponding in scope to the 
grant of authority in specialized motor 
carrier permanent certificate of public 
convenience and necessity No. 6035, 
Docket No. 7409, dated August 27, 1965, 
issued by the Railroad Commission of 
Texas, and authorizing the transporta- 
tion of household goods and livestock 
feedstuffs, from New Castle, Tex., to all 
points in Texas, and various specified 
commodities between all points in Texas. 
James W. Hightower, 136 Wynnewood 
Professional Building, Dallas, Tex. 75224, 
attorney for transferee. 


[SEAL] H. Neri GARSON, 
Secretary. 
68-747; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 


[F.R. Doc. 


[Notice 74A] 


MOTOR CARRIER TRANSFER 
PROCEEDINGS 


JANUARY 16, 1968. 

Synopses of orders entered pursuant to 
section 212(b) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, and rules and regulations 
prescribed thereunder (49 CFR Part 
279), appear below: 

As provided in the Commission’s 
special rules of practice any interested 
person may file a petition seeking recon- 
sideration of the following numbered 
proceedings within 20 days from the date 
of publication of this notice. Pursuant 
to section 17(8) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, the filing of such a petition 
will postpone the effective date of the 
order in that proceeding pending its 
disposition. The matters relied upon by 
petitioners must be specified in their 
petitions with particularity. 

No. MC-FC-69870. By order of Jan- 
uary 4, 1968, the Transfer Board ap- 
proved the transfer to P. Liedtka Truck- 
ing, Inc., Trenton, N.J., of that portion 
of the operating rights in Certificate No. 
MC-43046, issued December 7, 1951, to 
Beach Transportation Co., Inc., Trenton, 
N.J., authorizing the transportation, 
over regular routes, of general commodi- 
ties, except those of unusual value, and 
except dangerous explosives, household 
goods as defined in Practices of Motor 
Common Carriers of Household Goods, 
17 M.C.C. 467, and commodities in bulk, 
over regular routes, from New York, N.Y., 
to Washington, D.C. Charles H. Trayford, 
137 East 36th Street, New York, N.Y. 
10016, attorney for applicants. 

[SEAL] H. Neri Garson, 

Secretary. 


[F.R. Doc. 68-748; Filed, Jan. 18, 1968; 
8:47 a.m.] 
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